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It  will  be  observed  that  there  is  much  confusion  of  the  Judicial 
Districts,  as  now  numbered  and  called  —  there  being  two  Eighth 
Districts,  and  no  Tenth.  This  was  probably  owing  to  changes 
made  and  new  districts  formed  near  the  close  of  the  last  session  of  ' 
the  Legislature,  but  was  fully  corrected  in  the  Act  of  March  5th, 
1869,  re-districting  the  State.  Under  that  Act,  which  takes  effect 
on  the  first  Monday  of  January,  a.d.  1871,  there  will  be  nine 
Judicial  Districts. 


JUSTICES  OF  THE  SUPREME  COURT. 


Hon.  J.  F.  LEWIS, Chief  Justice. 

HoNT.  J.  NEELT  JOHNSON, . . . .  ) 

^    ^   ^Txx™,, .  ^^  r Associate  Justices. 

Hon.  B.  C.  WHITMAN, ) 

OFFICERS  OF   THE   COURT. 

ROBERT  M.  CLARKE, . .: ! Attorney  General. 

ALFRED  HELM, Clerk. 


DISTRICT  JUDGES  OF  THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA. 


First  District, Hon.  Richard  Rising. 

Second  District, Hon.  S.  H.  Wright. 

Third  District, Hon.  C.  N.  Harris. 

Fourth  District, Hon.  Wm.  HayDon. 

Fifth  District, Hon.  G.  G.  Berry. 

Sixth  District, Hon.  John  H.  Boalt. 

Seventh  District, Hon.  Benj.  Curler. 

Eighth  District,  Esmeralda  County, . .  .  Hon.  J.  G.  McClinton. 
Eighth  District,  White  Pine  County, . .  Hon.  Wm.  H.  Beatty. 

Ninth  District, Hon.  Charles  A.  Lake. 

Eleventh  District, Hon.  George  D.  Keenet. 
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RULES 


OF 


THE  SUPREME  COURT 


or 


THE  STATE  OP  NEVADA. 


RULE  I. 

Applicants  for  license  to  practice  as  Attorneys  and  Counsellors 
will  be  examined  in  open  Court  on  the  first  day  of  the  term. 

RULE  n. 

Li  all  cases  where  an  appeal  has  been  perfected,  and  the  state- 
ment settled  (if  there  be  one)  twenty  days  before  the  commence- 
ment of  a  term,  the  transcript  of  the  record  shall  be  filed  on  or 
before  the  first  day  of  such  term. 

RULE  III. 

If  the  transcript  of  the  record  be  not  filed  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed, the  appeal  may  be  dismissed  on  motion  during  the  first 
week  of  the  term,  without  notice.  A  cause  so  dismissed  may  be 
restored  during  the  same  term,  upon  good  cause  shown,  on  notice 
to  the  opposite  party ;  and  unless  so  restored,  the  dismissal  shall 
be  final  and  a  bar  to  any  other  appeal  from  the  same  order  or  judg- 
ment. 
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RULE  IV. 

On  such  motion,  there  shall  be  presented  the  certificate  of  the 
Clerk  below,  under  the  seal  of  the  Court,  certifying  the  amount  or 
character  of  the  judgment,  the  date  of  its  rendition,  the  fact  and 
date  of  the  filing  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  together  with  the  fact  and 
dat^  of  service  thereof  on  the  adverse  party,  and  the  character  of 
the  evidence  by  which  said  service  appears,  the  fact  and  date  of  the 
filing  the  undertaking  on  appeal,  and  that  the  same  is  in  due  form, 
the  fact  and  time  of  the  settlement  of  the  statement,  if  there  be  one; 
and,  also,  that  the  appellant  has  received  a  duly  certified  transcript, 
or  that  he  has  not  requested  the  Clerk  to  certify  to  a  correct  tran- 
script of  the  record ;  or,  if  he  has  made  such  request,  that  he  has 
not  paid  the  fees  therefor,  if  the  same  have  been  demanded. 

RULE  V. 

All  transcripts  of  records  hereafter  sent  to  this  Court  shall  be  on 
paper  of  uniform  size,  according  to  a  sample  to  be  furnished  by  the 
Clerk  of  the  Court,  with  a  blank  margin  one  and  a  half  inches  wide 
at  the  top,  bottom,  and  side  of  each  page,  and  the  pleadings,  pro- 
ceedings, and  statements  shall  be  chronologically  arranged.  The 
pages  of  the  transcript  shall  be  numbered,  and  shall  be  written  only 
upon  one  side  of  the  leaves.  Each  transcript  shall  be  prefaced  with 
an  alphabetical  index  to  its  contents,  specifying  the  page  of  each 
separate  paper,  order,  or  proceeding,  and  of  the  testimony  of  each 
witness,  and  shall  have,  at  least,  one  blank  or  fly-sheet  cover. 

Marginal  notes  of  each  separate  paper,  order,  or  proceeding, 
and  of  the  testimony  of  each  witness,  shall  be  made  throughout 
the  transcript. 

The  transcript  shall  be  fastened  together  on  the  left  side  of  the 
pages,  by  ribbon  or  tape,  so  that  the  same  may  be  secured,  and 
every  part  conveniently  read. 

The  transcript  shall  be  written  in  a  fair  legible  hand,  and  each 
paper  or  order  shall  be  separately  inserted. 

RULE  VI. 

No  record  which  fails  to  conform  to  these  rules  shall  be  received 
or  filed  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Court. 


BULBS  OF  THB  8UPBBMB  COURT.  11 


RULE  vn. 

For  the  parpose  of  correcting  any  error  or  defect  in  the  tran* 
Bcript  from  the  Court  below,  either  party  may  suggest  the  same,  in 
writing,  to  this  Court,  and  upon  good  cause  shown,  obtain  an  order 
that  the  proper  Clerk  certify  to  the  whole  or  in  part  of  the  record, 
as  may  be  required.  If  the  Attorney  of  the  adverse  party  be 
absent,  or  the  fact  of  the  alleged  error  or  defect  be  disputed,  the 
suggestion  must  be  accompanied  by  an  aiSdavit  showmg  the  exist- 
ence of  the  error  or  defect  alleged. 

RULE  VIIL 

Exceptions  to  the  transcript,  statement,  the  undertaking  on  ap- 
peal, notice  of  appeal,  or  to  its  service,  or  proof  of  service,  or  any 
technical  objection  to  the  record  affecting  the  right  of  the  appellant 
to  be  heard  on  the  points  of  error  assigned,  must  be  taken  at  the 
first  term  after  the  transcript  is  filed,  and  must  be  noted  in  writing 
and  filed  at  least  one  day  before  the  argument,  or  they  will  not  be 
regarded.  In  such  cases,  the  objection  must  be  presented  to  the 
Court  before  the  argument  on  its  merits. 

RULE  IX. 

Upon  the  death  or  other  disability  of  a  party  pending  an  appeal, 
his  representative  shall  be  substituted  in  the  suit  by  suggestion,  in 
writing,  to  the  Court  on  the  part  of  such  representative  or  any 
party  on  the  record.  Upon  the  entry  of  such  suggestion,  an  order 
of  substitution  shall  be  made,  and  the  cause  shall  proceed  as  in 
other  cases. 

RULE  X. 

The  calendar  of  each  term  shall  consist  only  of  those  causes  in 
which  the  transcript  shall  have  been  filed  on  or  before  the  first  day 
of  the  term,  unless  by  written  consent  of  the  parties :  provided^ 
that  all  cases  in  which  the  appeal  is  perfected,  and  the  statement 
settled,  as  provided  in  Rule  II,  and  the  transcript  is  not  filed  before 
the  first  day  of  the  term,  may  be  placed  on  the  calendar,  on  motion 
of  the  respondent,  upon  the  filing  of  the  transcript. 
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RULE  XL 

Causes  from  the  same  judicial  district  shall  be  placed  together, 
and  all  the  causes  shall  be  set  on  the  calendar  in  the  order  of  the 
several  districts,  commencing  with  the  first,  except  that  causes  in 
which  the  people  of  the  State  are  a  partj,  shall  be  placed  at  the 
head  of  the  calendar. 

RULE  xn. 

At  least  three  days  before  the  argument,  the  appellant  shall  fur- 
nish to  the  respondent  a  copy  of  his  points  and  citation  of  authori- 
ties ;  and  within  two  days  thereafter,  the  respondent  shall  furnish 
to  the  appellant  a  copy  of  his  points  and  citation  of  authorities,  and 
each  shall  file  with  the  Clerk  a  copy  of  his  own  for  each  of  the 
Justices  of  the  Court,  or  may,  one  day  before  the  argument,  file  the 
same  with  the  Clerk,  who  shall  make  such  copies,  and  may  tax  his 
fees  for  the  same  in  his  bill  of  costs. 

RULE  xm. 

No  more  than  two  counsel  on  a  side  will  be  heard  upon  the 
argument,  except  by  special  permission  of  the  Court;  but  each 
defendant  who  has  appeared  separately  in  the  Court  below,  may 
be  heard  through  his  own  counsel.  The  counsel  for  the  appellant 
shall  be  entitled  to  open  and  close  the  argument. 

RULE  XIV. 

All  opinions  delivered  by  the  Court,  after  having  been  finally 
corrected,  shall  be  recorded  by  the  Clerk. 

RULE  XV. 

All  motions  for  a  rehearing  shall  be  upon  petition  in  writing, 
presented  within  ten  days  after  the  final  judgment  is  rendered,  or 
order  made  by  the  Court,  and  publication  of  its  opinion  and  decis- 
ion, and  no  argument  will  be  heard  thereon.  No  remittitur  or 
mandate  to  the  Court  below  shall  be  issued  until  the  expiration  of 
the  ten  days  herein  provided,  and  decision  upon  the  petition,  unless 
upon  good  cause  shown,  and  upon  notice  to  the  other  party,  or  by 
written  consent  of  the  parties,  filed  with  the  Clerk. 
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RULE  XVI. 


Where  a  judgment  is  reversed  or  modified,  a  certified  copy  of 
the  opinion  in  the  case  shall  be  transmitted,  with  the  remittitur,  to 
the  Court  below. 

RULE  xvn. 

No  paper  shall  be  taken  from  the  court-i-oom  or  Clerk's  office, 
except  bj  order  of  the  Court,  or  of  one  of  the  Justices.  No  order 
will  be  made  for  leave  to  withdraw  a  transcript  for  examination, 
except  upon  written  consent  to  be  filed  with  the  Clerk. 

RULE  xvni. 

No  writ  of  error  or  certiorari  shall  be  issued,  except  upon  order 
of  the  Court,  upon  petition,  showing  a  proper  case  for  issuing  the 
same. 

RULE  XIX. 

Where  a  writ  of  error  is  issued,  upon  filing  the  same  and  a  suffi- 
cient bond  or  undertaking  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Court  below,  and 
upon  giving  notice  thereof  to  the  opposite  party  or  his  Attorney, 
and  to  the  Sheriff,  it  shall  operate  as  a  supersedeas.  The  bond  or 
undertaking  shall  be  substantially  the  same  as  required  in  cases  on 
appeal. 

RULE  XX. 

The  writ  of  error  shall  be  returnable  within  thirty  days,  unless 
otherwise  specially  directed. 

RULE  XXI. 

The  rules  and  practice  of  this  Court  respecting  appeals  shall 
apply,  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  applicable,  to  proceedings  upon  a 
writ  of  error. 

RULE  xxn. 

The  writ  shall  not  be  allowed  after  the  lapse  of  one  year  from 
the  date  of  the  judgment,  order,  or  decree,  which  is  sought  to  be 
reviewed,  except  under  special  circumstances. 
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RULE  xxm. 

Appeals  from  orders  granting  or  denying  a  change  of  venae,  or 
any  other  interlocutory  order  made  before  trial,  will  be  heard  at  any 
regular  or  adjourned  term,  upon  three  days'  notice  being  given  by 
either  appellant  or  respondent,  when  the  parties  live  within  twenty 
miles  of  Carson.  Where  the  party  served  resides  more  than  twenty 
miles  from  Carson,  an  additional  day's  notice  will  be  required  for 
each  forty  miles,  or  fraction  of  forty  miles,  from  Carson. 
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JANUARY    TERM,    186  9. 


THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA  bx  rbl.  AUGUSTUS  ASH,  v. 

WM.  «.  PARKINSON- 

Leoiblative  Fund  Act  Constitutional.  The  Act  of  1869,  to  create  a  IcgislatiYe 
fund  (Slats.  1869,  54)  is  not  unconstitutional. 

P&BSUMPTioN  o?  Constitutionality  of  Statutes.  The  pFesumptions  are  always 
in  favor  of  the  rightful  exercise  of  the  law-making  power,  and  a  statute  will 
be  sustained  if  there  be  any  reasonable  doubt  of  its  unconstitutionality. 

Constitutional  Clause  as  to  General  and  Uniform  Laws.  The  Legislative 
Fund  Act  of  1869  (Stats.  1869,  64)  does  not  violate  the  constitutional  clause 
providing  for  general  and  uniform  laws  where  they  can  be  made  applicable, 
(Const.,  Art  IV,  Sec.  21)  because  no  general  law  could  be  made  applicable  to 
its  subject  matter. 

Constitutional  Clause  as  to  Public  Debt  of  State.  The  Legislative  Fund 
Act  of  1869,  was  not  in  violation  of  the  constitutional  provision  against  con- 
tracting a  public  debt  exceeding  three  hundred  thousand  dollars,  (Const.,  Art 
IX,  Sec.  3)  though  then  there  was  a  public  debt  to  that  amount,  for  the  reason 
that  the  Act  did  not  create  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution. 

Admissions  of  Counsel  in  A^ument.  Upon  a  grave  question  involving  the 
public  interest  the  mere  admission  of  counsel  will  not  relieve  the  Court  from 
its  consideration. 

Constitutional  Lanouaoe — Previous  Construction  bt  other  States.  Where 
language  is  employed  in  the  Constitution  similar  to  the  language  in  the  Con- 
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Btitution  of  other  States,  which  had  previously  received  judidal  interpretation, 
the  legal  presumption  arises  that  the  language  is  used  with  reference,  to  such 
interpretation. 

Appropriation  in  Anticipation  of  Reocipt  or  Public  Rxtencb.  The  public 
revenues  may  be  appropriated  by  the  Legislature  in  anticipation  of  their 
receipt,  as  is  done  in  the  Legislative  Fund  Act  of  1869,  (Stats.  1869,  64)  and 
it  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  such  an  appropriation  that  funds  to  meet 
it  should  be  in  the  treasury. 

ExPENDiTURS  Necessary  to  Garry  on  Legislative  Action.  As  the  Constitution 
provides  for  a  Lc^slature  and  recognizes  incidentally  the  necessary  officers 
and  ordinary  adjuncts  of  such  a  body,  it  also  impliedly  authorizes  such  expen- 
ditures as  are  necessary  to  carry  it  on. 

Interest  on  Controllers*  Warrants.  If,  as  is  now  decided,  warrants  issued 
under  the  Legislative  ^und  Act  of  1869,  create  no  debt  against  the  State 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  restriction,  (Const.,  Art.  IX,  Sec.  3)  the 
addition  of  an  interest  clause  to  such  warrants  cannot  make  them  unconstitu- 
tional. 

Interest,  What.  Interest  constitutes  no  part  of  the  original  demand ;  it  is  simply 
a  statutory  allowance  for  delay. 

Policy  ano  Expediency  or  Statutes.  With  the  question  of  the  policy  or  expe- 
diency of  a  statute  the  judicial  department  has  nothing  to  do ;  in  that  regard 
the  L^slature  is  supreme. 

AiicsE  or  Power  no  Argument  Against  its  Existence.  That  a  power  may  be 
abused  is  no  argument  against  either  its  existence  or  its  exercise. 

Interest  on  **  Fixed  Compensation  "  or  Legislators.  The  Legislative  Fund  Act 
of  1869,  (Stats.  1869,  64)  in  so  far  as  it  provides  for  interest  on  warrants 
drawn  for  the  pay  of  Legislators,  is  not  repugnant  to  the  constitutional  pro- 
yision  regarding  a  fixed  compensation  to  members  of  the  Legislature,  (Const., 
Art  IX,  Sec.  38)  for  the  reason  that  the  interest,  if  any  accrues,  is  to  be  paid 
not  as  compensation  for  services  but  as  damages  for  delay. 

Constitutional  Clause  as  to  Board  or  Examiners — Pay  op  Legislators. 
The  Legislative  Fund  Act  of  1869  is  not  repugnant  to  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision as  to  the  Board  of  Examiners,  (Const.,  Art.  V,  Sec.  21)  nor  do  the  claims 
therein  provided  for  require  action  by  such  Boards. 

Functions  or  Board  or  Examiners.  The  institution  of  the  Board  of  Examiners 
was  not  intended  as  a  check  on  legislative  extravagance,  but  to  secure,  as  a 
pre-requisite  to  legislative  action,  an  examination  of  such  claims  as  require 
such  action  upon  them  as  claims — not  creative  action  but  adoptive  or  rejective 
action. 

Constitutional  **  Claim  Against  the  State."  A  **  claim  against  the  State," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  (Art.  V,  Sec.  21)  is  a  demand  by  some 
one  other  than  the  State  against  it  for  money  or  property ;  but  when  a  claim 
originates  with  the  State  or  in  its  behalf,  and  cotemporaneously  witii  its  origin, 
means,  and  manner  of  payment  are  provided  as  in  case  of  a  bond,  it  does  not 
then  constitute  a  claim  proper  against  the  State  but  a  liquidated  and  legalized 
demand  against  the  treasury. 
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LiGisLATiTE  Power  to  Afpbopriatk  Monky.  The  Legislature  has  power  to 
appropriate  money  as  it  sees  fit  except  when  limited  by  the  Constitution. 

Incidental  Expenses  of  Legislature  to  Accrue.  Incidental  expenses  of  the 
L^islature  to  accrtie  cannot  be  held  to  constitute  ''  claims  against  the  State/* 
nor  do  they  require  action  by  the  Board  of  Examiners  as  Buch. 

Cokstitutional  Interpretation — Cotevporaneous  Legislation.  In  constitutional 
interpretation  cotemporaneous  legislation  is  always  considered  of  force. 

CoTEMPORANEOUS  LEGISLATION  AS  TO  LEGISLATIVE  EXPENSES.  The  Constitutional 
provi^on  relating  to  the  Board  of  Examiners  (Const,  Art  T,  Sec.  21)  has  been 
treated  by  cotemporaneous  legislation  as  inapplicable  to  legislative  expenses. 

Incipental  Expenses  of  Legislature  Already  Accrued.  There  is  a  reasonable 
doubt  as  to  whether  the  incidental  expenses  of  the  Legislature  already  accrued^ 
constitutionaUy  require  examination  by  the  Board  of  Examiners ;  and  on  the 
question  of  the  constitutionality  of  a  statute  providing  for  the  payment  of 
sach  expenses  without  such  examination,  it  cannot  on  the  ground  of  not  pro- 
viding for  such  examination  be  pronounced  unconstitutional. 

This  was  an  original  proceeding  in  the  Supreme  Court,  for  a 
writ  of  mandamus  upon  William  K.  Parkinson,  the  Controller  of 
State.    The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

G.  J.  miyer^  S.  Bonifieldj  P.  W.  WeUy,  and  C.  E.  DeLong, 
for  Petitioner. 

I.  K  there  is  any  ambiguity  in  the  constitutional  provisions,  the 
law  must  be  upheld.     (Sedgw.  on  Const.  Law,  482 ;  17  Cal.  551.) 

n.  The  principal  and  interest  are  both  payable  directly  out  of 
the  treasury  by  appropriation  made,  and  therefore  no  constitutional 
debt  is  incurred.  The  demand  is  not  excepted  from  the  debt 
clause  by  reason  of  the  money  being  supposed  to  be  in  the  treas- 
ury ;  but  by  reason  of  the  manifest  intention  of  the  Legislature 
that  it  shall  be  met  by  current  revenue.  (^State  y.  Medhwrj/y  7  Ohio 
State  Reports,  526 ;  27  Cal.  175.) 

in.  Interest  is  not  payment  for  services,  but  compensation  for 
delay  of  payment.  The  warrants  by  the  Act  are  payable  on 
demand ;  and  if  there  is  money  in  the  treasury,  no  interest  will  be 
paid. 

lY.  Cotemporaneous  legislative  construction  sustains  the  law. 
Three  successive  Le^slatures  have  passed  laws — and  the  Governor 
approved  them — ^possessing  the  same  objectionable  features  as  the 
present  law.  (Sedgw.  on  Const.  Law,  487  ;  Stats.  1864-5, 129 ; 
Stats.  1866;  SUts.  1867.) 
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y.  The  Act  does  not  ^^pass  upon  or  purpose  to  pass  upon"  any 
kind  of  claim  or  demand.  The  drawing  of  the  warrant  could  not 
impede  the  action  of  the  Examining  Board,  even  if  the  examining 
clause  of  the  Act  was  inoperative  bj  reason  of  its  unconstitutionality. 

yi.  The  incidental  expenses  of  the  Legislature  are  not  claims 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.  The  phrase  ''  claims  against 
the  State  "  is  used  twice  in  the  same  section ;  it  is  reasonable  to  say, 
that  it  has  the  same  meaning  in  each  place.  In  the  latter  clause, 
it  certainly  means  that  class  of  claims  which  require  to  be  ''  passed 
upon  "  by  the  Legislature ;  it  must  be  held  to  mean  nothing  more 
than  this  in  the  first  clause. 

The  idea  of  the  Board  of  Examiners  being  constitutionally  a 
sort  of  Court  of  Claims  is  visionary.  No  such  power  was  ever 
given  in  such  vague  language.  The  power  given  is  simply  to 
examine,  not  to  adjudicate.  The  whole  machinery  of  its  action  is 
under  the  control  of  the  Legislature,  the  body  called  its  appellate 
tribunal.  In  fact,  it  is  a  Committee,  not  a  Court,  because  its  action 
must  be  followed  by  legislative  action.  Wherever  therefore  there 
is  no  need  of  legislative  action,  there  is  no  constitutional  opportunity 
of  action  by  the  Board. 

yn.  The  most  that  can  be  said  in  regard  to  the  constitutional 
provision  for  an  Examining  Committee  is  that  it  prescribes  a  consti- 
tutional pre-requisite  to  the  validity  of  a  particular  class  of  laws. 
It  is  therefore  a  form,  like  many  others,  designed  to  guard  against 
the  improper  passage  of  a  particular  class'  of  laws ;  and  this  form  is 
not  at  all  of  the  essence  of  the  law.  Nothmg  in  the  law,  or  in  any 
constitutional  record,  certificate,  or  journal,  show  whether  this  form 
has  been  complied  with  or  not.  And  it  is  not  matter  in  pais  which 
can  be  inquired  into  by  other  evidence.  (8  Ohio,  482 ;  23  Wend. 
169 ;  4  Hill,  894.) 

B.  M.  Clarke^  Attorney-General,  and  B.  S.  Menck^  for  Re- 
spondent. 

I.  The  Act  of  1869  is  special  in  a  case  where  a  general  law 
can  be  made  applicable,  and  is  therefore  in  violation  of  the  Consti- 
tution, article  four,  section  twenty-one.  It  provides  interest-bear- 
ing warrants  for  a  part  only  of  the  general  indebtedness  of  the 
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State.  It  also  provides  a  particular*  method  of  redemption  for  a 
part  only  of  the  general  indebtedness  of  the  State.  It  is  further 
special  in  exempting  a  part  of  the  general  indebtedness  of  the 
State  from  the  examining,  auditing,  and  disbursing  powers  of  the 
State.     A  general  law  could  be  made  applicable. 

n.  The  Act  violates  section  three,  article  nine,  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, limiting  the  indebtedness  of  the  State  to  three  hundred  thou- 
sand dollars,  for  the  reasons  that  tiie  indebtedness  of  the  State 
already  equals  the  constitutional  limits;  that  there  is  now  no 
money  in  the  general  fund;  and  that  the  warrants  authorized 
create  a  present  and  absolute,  and  not  a  future  and  contingent 
debt. 

m.  The  issuance  of  interest-bearing  warrants  upon  the  treas- 
ury, and  especially  the  issuance  of  interest-bearing  warrants  in  an- 
ticipation of  indebtedness,  convertible  into  money  by  negotiation, 
is  in  violation  of  the  manifest  spirit  of  the  Constitution,  and  the 
financial  theory  of  the  State.  (Const.,  Art.  lY,  Sees.  19,  28, 
and  83 ;  Art.  IX,  Sec.  8 ;  Art.  XVII,  Sec.  24 ;  Const.  De- 
bates, 757,  et  seq.^ 

It  was  the  unquestionable  theory  of  the  framers  of  the  funda- 
mental law  to  require  the  afiairs  of  the  State  to  be  conducted  on  a 
cash  basis,  and  limit  the  public  debt  to  three  hundred  thousand 
dollars ;  to  induce  and  compel  economy,  and  to  limit  taxation  and 
prevent  the  payment  of  interest. 

The  measure  in  suit,  in  principle  and  effect,  defeats  these  wise 
intentions,  destroys  every  safeguard,  and  breaks  down  erery  bar- 
rier to  extravagance. 

IV.  If  one  class  of  warrants  may  be  made  interest-bearing, 
all  may  be.  If  fifteen  per  cent,  interest  may  be  allowed,  one  hun- 
dred or  any  rate  may  be.  If  warrants  for  five  thousand  dollars 
may  be  drawn  in  anticipation,  both  of  revenue  and  indebtedness, 
and  put  upon  the  market  and  sold,  then  warrants  for  nine  hundred 
thousand  dollars,  or  any  sum,  may  be,  and  thus,  by  circumlocution, 
we  accomplish  the  very  thing,  and  induce  the  identical  evil  sought 
to  be  obviated  by  the  Constitution.  (Const.,  Art.  IX,  Sec.  8 ; 
Ccmst.  Debates,  767,  et  seq. ;  Nbuffues  v.  Douglas^  6  Cal.  65 ; 
People  V.  Johnson^  7  Cal.  499.) 
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y.  The  'Act  is  unconstitutional  because  it  increases  the  pay  of 
members  and  attaches.  (Const.,  Art.  IV,  Sec.  33 ;  Stats.  1864-5, 
97,  Sees.  1-3.) 

YI.  The  Act  is  unconstitutional,  inasmuch  as  it  exempts  the 
contingent  funds  created,  and  all  money  therein,  from  the  action  of 
the  Board  of  Examiners,  Controller,  and  Treasurer.  (Const.,  Art. 
V,  Sec.  21 ;  Const.  Debates,  161 ;  16  Cal.  26.)  By  the  Act  the 
incidental  expenses  incurred  by  the  Legislature  are  exempted  from 
the  action  of  the  Board  of  Examiners. 

yil.  The  Act  is  a  plain  usurpation  of  executive  power.  It 
vests  in  either  branch  of  the  Legislature  the  power  vested  in  the 
Board  of  Examiners ;  it  vests  the  auditing  and  disbursing  powers 
of  the  State  in  the  Sergeant-at-Arms,  an  officer  unknown  to  the 
Constitution — and  so  far  as  the  contingent  expenses  of  the  Legis- 
lature are  concerned  makes  him  for  the  time  being  Treasurer  and 
Controller.  (21  Mo.  652;  10  Wis.  525 ;  Const.  Wis.,  Art.  VI, 
Sec.  2.) 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

This  is  an  application  on  behalf  of  Augustus  Ash,  Sergeant-at- 
Arms  of  the  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  now  in  session,  for 
a  writ  of  mandamus  upon  the  Controller  of  the  State,  that  he  may 
issue  to  applicant  two  certain  warrants,  one  for  two  hundred  and 
eighty  dollars,  pay  due  relator  by  law  as  such  SergeaniratrArms, 
and  one  for  five  thousand  dollars  as  contingent  fund  of  the  Assem- 
bly, both  claimed  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  the  present 
Legislature,  entitled  *'An  Actto  create  Legislative  Funds,"  which 
is  as  follows: 

"  The  People  of  the  State  of  Nevada^  represented  in  Senate  and 
Assembly^  do  enact  as  follows : 

^^  Section  1.  For  the  purpose  of  paying  the  salaries  of  the  mem* 
bers  and  attaches  of  the  present  Legislature,  the  mileage  of  the 
members,  and  the  incidental  expenses  of  the  same,  the  State  Treas- 
urer is  hereby  authorized  and  required  to  set  apart  from  the  first 
moneys  coming  into  the  general  fund,  not  otherwise  specially  ap- 
propriated, the  sum  of  sixty-five  thousand  dollars  in  gold  coin, 
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wUch  shall  constitute  a  fund  to  be  denominated  *  The  State  Legis- 
lative Fund.'  Any  deficiency  that  may  exist  in  the  Legislative 
Fund  of  the  last  session  may  also  be  paid  out  of  the  Legislative 
Fund  hereby  created.  The  State  Controller  is  hereby  authorized 
and  required  to  draw  his  warrants  on  said  fund  in  favor  of  the 
members  and  attaches  of  the  present  Senate  and  Assembly  for 
mileage  and  compensation  due,  when  duly  certified  to  him  in  ac- 
cordance with  law :  provided^  said  warrants  shall  bear  interest  at 
the  rate  of  fifteen  per  cpnt.  per  annum  from  date  until  paid,  or 
advertised  for  payment,  as  provided  in  section  number  four. 

"  Sec.  2.  The  State  Controller  is  hereby  authorized  and  required 
to  draw  warrants  payable  out  of  the  State  Legislative  Fund,  created 
by  the  preceding  section,  in  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars,  in 
favor  of  the  Sergeant-at-Arms  of  the  Assembly ;  and  in  the  sum  of 
four  thousand  dollars,  in  favor  of  the  Sergeant-at-Arms  of  the 
Senate — said  warrants  to  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  fifteen  per 
cent,  per  annum,  from  date,  until  paid,  as  provided  in  section  four 
of  this  Act :  for  the  purpose  of  defraying  the  incidental  expenses 
of  the  two  Houses — said  amount  to  be  held  by  those  officers  and 
paid  out  by  them  in  such  manner  as  their  respective  bodies  shall  by 
resolution  direct.  Said  amounts  are  hereby  exempted  from  the 
operation  of  *An  Act  relating  to  the  Board  of  Examiners,  to  define 
their  duties  and  powers,  and  to  impose  certain  duties  on  the  Con- 
troller and  Treasurer,'  approved  February  7th,  A.n.  1865.  Any 
balance  remaining  in  the  hands  of  either  Sergeant-at-Arms,  upon 
the  adjournment  of  the  Legislature,  shall  be  paid  to  the  State 
Treasurer,  and  revert  to  the  General  Fund." 

"  Sec.  4.  The  State  Treasurer  shall  number  and  register  in  the 
order  of  presentation,  in  a  book  to  be  provided  by  him,  all  the 
warrants  presented  to  him,  drawn  by  the  State  Controller  on  the 
Legislative  Fund  and  Contingent  Funds ;  and  whenever  there  shall 
be  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars  in  the  hands  of  the  Treasurer^ 
he  shall  give  notice  upon  a  bulletin  board  in  his  office  setting  forth 
the  fact ;  and  that  warrants,  bearing  certain  numbers  and  dates, 
shall  be  presented  for  payment,  and  upon  presentation  will  be  paid 
by  him ;  and  said  warrants  so  advertised  for  payment  shall  cease 
bearing  interest  from  the  date  of  such  notice. 


22  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  [Jan., 


Ash  V.  Parkinson. 


^'  Sec.  5.  Nothing  contained  in  this  Act  shall  affect  the  pro- 
visions of  ^  An  Act  entitled  an  Act  to  provide  for  the  Payment  of 
the  Salaries  of  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of 
Nevada,  passed  February  21st,  1866J 


>  99 


The  defendant  refuses  to  issue  either  of  said  warrants,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  Act  is  unconstitutional.  The  agreed  facts  are  as 
follows : 

1.  The  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  at  the  present  session 
of  the  Legislature,  has  created  and  appointed  certain  offices  and 
employments,  to  wit:  Committee  Clerks — which  said  offices  and 
employments  were  not  created  or  authorized  by  any  Act  or  resolu- 
tion of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  until  then  in  force, 
except  as  authorized  by  Act  of  January  21st,  1865. 

2.  That  the  compensation  of  said  clerks  and  employes  has  been 
fixed  at  six  dollars  per  diem  by  resolution,  and  the  Sergeant-at-Arms 
of  the  Assembly  has  issued  to  said  clerks,  and  each  of  them,  his 
certain  certificate  of  indebtedness,  or  skeleton  script  for  the  per 
diem  of  said  clerks,  which  they  now  hold  as  evidence  against  the « 
State  of  Nevada. 

3.  That  the  Senate  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  at  the  present  ses- 
sion of  the  Legislature,  has  by  resolution  appointed  William  M. 
Cutter,  Reporter  of  the  Senate.  That  said  Cutter  has  entered 
upon  said  office,  and  is  now  discharging  the  duties  thereof. 

4.  The  indebtedness  of  the  State  in  outstanding  interest-bearing 
bonds  now  equals  and  did  equal,  for  ordinary  State  purposes  prior 
to  the  Act  of  February  5th,  1869,  the  full  sum  of  three  hundred 
thousand  dollars  exclusive  of  interest. 

5.  There  is  no  money  in  the  State  treasury,  or  in  the  General 
Fund  thereof,  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  claims  or  indebted- 
ness arising  under  the  Act  of  February  5th,  1869. 

6.  No  sum  of  money  has  been  paid  to  any  member  or  attach^ 
of  the  present  Legislature,  nor  has  any  warrant  been  issued  to  them 
for  compensation  or  mileage  by  the  Controller. 

7.  The  Assembly  at  the  present  session,  through  its  Sergeant- 
at-Arms,  by  resolution  merely — and  the  Sergeant-at-Arms,  upon  his 
authority  as  such — ^has  purchased  articles  of  property,  and  incurred 
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incidental  expenses,  and  contracted  indebtedness,  amounting  to 

dollars — ^none  of  which  claims  have  been  acted 

upon  by  the  Board  of  State  Exammers,  or  presented  to  them  for 
their  action. 

The  case  naturally  divides  into  distinct  propositions  as  to  the 
separate  warrants  demanded,  and  will  be  so  considered.  The 
defendant  recognizing  the  well-known  axioms  that  the  presumptions 
are  in  favor  of  the  rightful  exercise  of  the  law-making  power,  and 
that  the  law  should  be  sustained  if  there  be  any  reasonable  doubt 
of  its  unconstitutionality,  contends  that  it  is  clearly  repugnant  to 
the  Constitution,  upon  several  grounds,  which  will  be  decided  in 
their  order  of  presentation. 

The  first  violation  alleged  is  of  section  twenty-one,  article  four, 
reading  thus : 

^^  Sec.  21.  In  all  cases  enumerated  in  the  precedmg  section, 
and  in  all  other  cases  where  a  general  law  can  be  made  applicable,  all 
laws  shall  be  general  and  of  uniform  operation  throughout  the  State." 

It  is  evident  from  inspection  of  the  statute,  that  it  does  not  fall 
within  the  objection  made,  as  no  general  law  could  be  made  appUcable 
to  the  subject  matter  of  the  Act.  Whether  the  determmation  of 
the  question  of  the  applicability  or  non-applicability  of  a  general 
law  in  a  ^ven  case  is  matter  for  legislation  or  judicial  decision,  is 
here  not  a  vital  point,  and  is  not  passed  upon. 

It  is  next  objected  that  the  Act  creates  State  indebtedness  above 
the  constitutional  limit  of  three  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  is 
therefore  repugnant  to  section  three  of  article  nine  of  the  Consti- 
tution, as  follows : 

^^  Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  State  to  transact  its 
business  upon  a  cash  basis  from  its  organization,  the  State  may 
contract  public  debt ;  but  such  debt  shall  never  in  the  aggregate, 
exclusive  of  interest,  exceed  the  sum  of  three  hundred  thousand 
dollars,  except  for  the  purpose  of  defraying  .extraordinary  expenses 
as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

"  Every  such  debt  shall  be  authorized  by  law  for  some  purpose 
or  purposes,  to  be  distinctly  specified  therein ;  and  every  such  law 
shall  provide  for  levymg  an  annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  interest 
semi-annually,  and  the  principal  within  twenty  years  from  the  pas- 
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sage  of  such  law ;  and  shall  specially  appropriate  the  proceeds  of 
said  taxes  to  the  payment  of  said  principal  and  interest ;  and  such  ^ 
appropriation  shall  not  be  repealed,  nor  the  taxes  be  postponed  or 
dismissed,  until  the  principal  and  interest  of  said  debts  shall  have 
been  fully  paid. 

"  Every  contract  of  indebtedness  entered  into  or  assumed  by,  or 
on  behalf  of  the  State,  when  all  its  debts  and  liabilities  amount  to 
said  sum  before  mentioned,  shall  be  void  and  of  no  effect,  except  in 
cases  of  money  borrowed  to  repel  invasion,  suppress  insurrection, 
defend  the  State  in  time  of  war,  or  if  hostilities  be  threatened,  jhto- 
vide  for  the  public  defense." 

It  was  admitted  in  the  course  of  the  argument  by  counsel  for 
defendant,  that  an  appropriation  of  money  by  the  Legislature,  and 
the  drawing  of  ordinary  warrants  thereon  in  anticipation  of  revenue, 
that  being  provided  for  as  in  the  present  case,  by  general  revenue 
bill  or  otherwise,  would  not  create  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the 
section  of  the  Constitution  last  cited,  but  the  admission  of  counsel 
upon  a  grave  question  of  this  nature  will  not  relieve  the  Court  from 
its  consideration.  The  matter  must  be  viewed  in  its  full  bearing, 
and  if  the  objection  in  its  broadest  sense  be  good,  it  must  be  sus- 
tained. 

As  an  original  proposition,  it  might  be  difficult  satisfactorily  to 
show  why  an  appropriation  of  money,  where  no  money  existed,  was 
not  creating,  or  rather  recognizing  a  preexisting  debt,  especially 
where  a  warrant  was  drawn  thereon,  which  though  not  a  debt  in 
itself,  would  naturally  be  supposed  to  be  based  upon  one  preexist- 
ing, and  to  be  the  evidence  thereof,  but  similar  language  in  the 
Constitutions  of  other  States  had  received  judicial  interpretation 
before  the  formation  or  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of 
Nevada,  and  thus  the  legal  presumption  arises  that  the  language 
was  used  with  reference  to  such  interpretation.  This  is  article 
eight  of  the  Constitution  of  California  : 

"  The  Legislature  shall  not  in  any  manner  create  any  debt  or 
debts,  liability  or  liabilities,  which  shall  singly  or  in  the  aggregate, 
with  any  previous  debts  or  liabilities,  exceed  the  sum  of  three  hun- 
dred thousand  dollars,  except  in  case  of  war,  to  repel  invasion,  or  to 
suppress  insurrection,  unless  the  same  shall  be  authorized  by  some 
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law  for  some  single  object;  or  work,  to  be  distinctly  specified  therein, 
which  law  shall  provide  ways  and  means  exclusive  of  loans  for  the 
payment  of  interest  of  such  debt  or  liability  as  it  falls  due,  and  also 
to  pay  and  discharge  the  principal  of  such  debt  or  liability  within 
twenty  years  of  the  time  of  the  contracting  thereof,  and  shall  be 
onrepealable  until  the  principal  and  interest  thereof  shall  be  paid 
and  discharged ;  but  no  such  law  shall  take  effect  until  at  a  general 
election  it  shall  have  been  submitted  to  the  people  and  have  received 
a  majority  of  all  the  votes  cast  for  and  against  it  at  such  election ; 
1^1^  money  raised  by  authority  of  such  law  shall  be  applied  only 
{^we  specific  object  therein  stated,  or  to  the  debt  thereby  created; 
and  such  law  shall  be  published  in  at  least  one  newspaper  in  each 
judicial  district,  if  one  be  published  therein,  throughout  the  State 
for  three  months  next  preceding  the  election  at  which  it  is  submitted 
to  the  people." 

Discussing  that  section  in  the  case  of  The  State  of  California  v. 
McCauley^  (15  Cal.  455)  Chief  Justice  Field,  delivering  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Court,  says :  ^^  The  eighth  article  was  mtended  to  prevent 
the  State  0:om  running  into  debt  and  to  keep  her  expenditures,  ex- 
cept in  certain  cases,  within  the  revenues.  These  revenues  may  be 
appropriated  in  anticipation  of  their  receipt  as  effectually  as  when 
actually  in  the  treasury.  The  appropriation  of  the  moneys  when 
received  meets  the  services  as  they  are  rendered,  thus  discharging 
the  liabilities  as  they  arise,  or  rather  anticipating  and  preventing 
their  existence.  The  appropriation  accompanying  the  services 
operates  in  fact  m  the  nature  of  a  cash  payment." 

And  again,  in  McCavley  v.  Brooks^  (16  Cal.  28)  he  uses  this 
language,  speaking  of  the  same  section  under  review  in  the  previ- 
Qus  case :  '^  To  an  appropriation  within  the  meaning  of  the  Consti- 
tution nothing  more  is  requisite  than  a  designation  of  the  amount, 
and  the  fund  out  of  which  it  shall  be  paid.  It  is  not  essential  to  its 
validity  that  funds  to  meet  the  same  should  oe  at  the  time  in  the 
treasury.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  have  seldom  been  in  the 
treasury  the  necessary  funds  to  meet  the  several  amounts  appro, 
priated  under  the  general  appropriation  acts  of  each  year.  The 
appropriation  is  made  in  anticipation  of  .the  receipt  of  the  yearly 
revenues.    It  constitutes  indeed  the  authority  of  the  Controller  to 
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draw  his  warrants,  and  of  the  Treasurer,  when  in  fiinds,  to  pay  the 
same,  and  that  is  all." 

In  the  case  of  Koppicns  v.  State  Capitol  Commissioners^  (16 
Cal.  253)  the  same  objection  was  raised  to  an  Act  of  the  Legislsr 
ture,  ^^  authorizing  the  erection  of  a  State  Capitol,  at  a  cost  not  to 
exceed  five  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  empowering  the  Com- 
missioners to  contract  to  the  extent  of  one  hundred  thousand  dol- 
lars." The  same  Judge  says :  "  For  the  liabilities  which  may  be 
thus  incurred  the  Act  makes  provisions ;  it  appropriates  for  that 
purpose  the  requisite  sum,  thus  anticipating  their  existence  ands- 
charging  them  as  they  arise." 

These  cases,  decided  in  1860,  have  been  since  commented  upon 
and  fully  sustained  in  the  case  of  The  People  v.  Pacheco^  (27  Cal. 
175)  decided  five  years  thereafter.  In  the  State  of  Ohio  a  simi- 
lar constitutional  provision  exists  with  a  further  restriction,  limiting 
prospective  appropriations  to  a  term  of  two  years.  In  the  case  of 
The  State  v.  Medburyj  (7  Ohio,  State,  529)  upon  very  elaborate  dis- 
cussion. Justice  Swann,  for  the  Court,  admits  the  proposition  to  the 
full  extent  claimed  by  the  California  decisions,  subject  only  to  the 
two  years'  restriction.  He  says :  "  So  long  as  this  financial  system 
is  carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, (two  years'  restriction)  unless  there  is  a  failure  or  defect  of 
revenue,  or  the  General  Assembly  have  failed  for  some  cause  to 
provide  revenue  sufficient  to  meet  the  claims  against  the  State,  they 
do  not  and  cannot  accumulate  into  a  debt.  Under  this  system  of 
prompt  payment  of  expenses  and  claims  as  they  accrue,  there  is 
undoubtedly,  after  the  accruing  of  the  clidm  and  before  its  actual 
presentation  and  payment,  a  period  of  time  intervening  in  which 
the  claim  exists  unpaid ;  but  t^  hold  that  for  this  reason  a  debt  is 
created,  would  be  the  misapplication  of  the  term  ^  debt,'  and  sub> 
stituting  for  the  fiscal  period  a  point  of  time  between  the  accruing 
of  a  claim  and  its  payment  for  the  purpose  of  finding  a  debt; 
but  appropriations  having  been  previously  made  and  revenue  pro- 
vided for  payment  as  prescribed  by  the  Constitution,  such  debts,  if 
they  may  be  so  called,  are  in  fact,  in  respect  of  the  fiscal  year,  pro- 
vided for  with  a  view  to  immediate  adjustment  and  payment.  Such 
financial  transactions  are  not  therefore  to  be  deemed  debts." 
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The  admission  of  counsel  in  this  case  may  then  be  considered  to 
be  correctly  based,  as  the  statute  appropriates  money  to  come  into 
the  treasury,  sets  it  apart  in  a  special  fund,  and  directs  warrants  to 
be  drawa  on  this  fund.  But  there  is  another  ground  upon  which 
it  may  be  properly  clumed  that  the  particular  appropriation  of  the 
statute  under  consideration  does  not  increase  the  State  debt  within 
iiie  meaning  of  the  Constitution.  That  instrument  provides  for  a 
Le^lature,  and  recognizes  incidentally  a  Secretary  of  the  Senate, 
a  Clerk  of  the  Assembly,  and  other  ofScers  and  employes,  and,  by 
necessary  implication,  all  the  ordinary  adjuncts  of  a  legislative 
body.  The  Legislature  is  not  only  an  important  but  a  vital  branch 
of  the  State  Government,  as  without  it  no  taxes  can  be  levied  or 
revenue  collected,  no  appropriation  made,  and  consequently  no 
money  drawn  from  the. treasury. 

Without  the  vivifying  powers  of  the  Le^slature  the  State  Gov- 
ernment would  become  defunct.  If,  then,  the  Constitution  did  not 
expressly  authorize  its  expenditures,  the  necessary  impUcation  would 
be  to  that  effect ;  otherwise,  the  Constitution  would  be  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  very  thing  it  was  ordained  to  organize  and  erect.  What- 
ever expense  there  is  necessary  to  carry  on  the  Legislature  is 
authorized  by  the  Constitution,  and  may  be  incurred  while  that 
instrument  exists,  unless  amendment  be  made  in  that  regard,  sub- 
ject only  to  such  other  limitations  as  there  may  be.  From  both 
standpoints,  then,  it  follows  that  neither  in  making  the  appropria- 
tion  nor  ia  authormng  the  drawing  of  oidinaiy  warrants  thereon  is 
the  statute  unconstitutional. 

Defendant,  however,  contends  that  a  different  rule  obtains  when 
mterest  is  allowed  on  warrants.  If  it  be  true  that  the  issuance  of  a 
warrant  creates  no  debt,  and  that  no  debt,  within  the  purview  of 
the  Constitution,  preexisted,  as  would  follow  from  the  reasoning  of 
the  cases  previously  cited,  how  can  the  addition  of  interest  make 
that  an  unconstitutional  debt  which  was  not  so  before  ?  Interest 
constitutes  no  part  of  the  original  demand ;  it  is  simply  a  statutory 
allowance  for  delay.  If  the  money  be  in  the  treasury,  then  no 
mterest  accrues ;  if  not,  the  party  holding  the  warrant  is  compen- 
sated for  waiting  until  there  is.  It  may  be  said  that  the  allowance 
of  interest  presupposes  a  debt,  for  that  there  can  be  no  interest 
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except  upon  some  principal ;  but  upon  the  theory  of  the  cases  cited 
there  is  a  debt,  but  not  a  debt  repugnant  to  the  Constitution,  as  it 
is  only  contingent — ^a  debt  existent,  but  payable  only  upon  the  col- 
lection of  revenues.  In  this  view,  as  the  interest  follows  the  prin- 
cipal, that  being  contingent,  so  the  interest.  Upon  the  basis  that 
le^slative  expenses  were  contemplated  and  authorized  by  the  Con- 
stitution, the  question  of  interest  resolves  itself  into  a  matter  purely 
of  policy  or  expediency.  Suffice  it  to  say,  that  with  such  ques- 
tion this  Court  has  nothing  to  do;  in  that  regard  the  Legisla- 
ture is  supreme.  It  might,  unless  prohibited  by  some  other  pro- 
vision of  tiie  Constitution,  fix  the  rate  of  interest  at  one  hundred 
per  cent,  per  minute  (as  suggested  by  counsel) ;  it  might  donate 
the  money  of  the  State ;  it  might  place  the  rate  of  taxation  so  high 
as  to  utterly  destroy  all  industrial  interests :  but  that  a  power  may 
be  abused  is  no  argument  against  either  its  existence  or  its  exercise. 
For  the  proper  exercise  of  its  power  the  Legislature  is  responsible 
morally  in  the  consciences  of  its  individual  members,  and  politically 
to  their  constituents.  ^ 

It  is  further  objected  that  the  statute  is  repugnant  to  section 
thirty-three  of  article  four  of  the  Constitution,  which  says : 

'^  Sec.  33.  The  members  of  tiie  Legislature  shall  receive  for  their 
services  a  compensation  to  be  fixed  by  law,  and  paid  out  of  the  pub- 
lic treasury ;  but  no  increase  of  such  compensation  shall  take  effect 
during  the  term  for  which  the  members  of  either  House  shall  have 
been  elected :  provided^  that  an  appropriation  may  be  made  for  .the 
payment  of  such  actual  expenses  as  members  of  the  Legislature  may 
incur  for  postage,  express  charges,  newspapers  and  stationery,  not 
exceeding  the  sum  of  sixiy  dollars  for  any  general  or  special  session, 
to  each  member,  and  furthermore  provided  that  the  Speaker  of  the 
Assembly,  and  Lieutenant-Governor  as  President  of  the  Senate, 
shall  each,  during  the  time  of  their  actual  attendance  as  such  pre- 
siding officers,  receive  an  additional  allowance  of  two  dollars  per 
diem." 

The  pay  of  a  member,  lawful  officer,  attach^,  or  employ^  of  the 
Legislature,  or  either  branch  thereof,  is  due  when  his  service  is 
rendered,  and  it  is  for  the  Legislature  to  say  when  that  pay 
shall  be  drawn,  whether  daily,  weekly,  monthly  or  otherwise,  and 
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the  presamption  is  not  that  the  agreement  implied  in  such  service 
is  to  vait  for  an  indefinite  length  of  time  or  any  time  for  the  pay- 
ment. The  warrant  is  drawn  only  for  so  much  money — the  actual 
amount  of  pay  fixed  by  law.  •  If  the  money  be  in  the  treasury 
the  money  is  presently  paid,  if  not  interest  follows,  not  as  a  com- 
pensation for  service,  but  as  damages  for  delay.  This  allowance 
of  interest  may  be  an  invidious  distinction  against  other  creditors 
of  the  State,  but.  in  the  same  light,  so  is  the  immediate  appropria- 
tion of  money  and  its  withdrawal  from  the  General  Fund,  but  it  is 
conceded  that  the  Legislature  have  the  power  to  do  the  latter.  In 
both  cases  the  question  is  not  of  power  but  of  policy,  and  that  this 
Court  cannot  consider.  Some  argument  on  the  part  of  defendant 
is  addressed  to  the  very  probable  presumption  that  the  main  object 
of  the  allowance  of  interest  is  to  facilitate  the  sale  of  the  warrants 
in  the  market,  but  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  interest  allowed 
would  advance  the  price  of  the  warrant  above  the  legal  compensa- 
tion of  the  party  to  whom  it  is  issued.  A  case  might  be  imagined 
presenting  that  question,  when  it  arises  it  will  be  time  to  decide  it. 
There  is  no  constitutional  reason  why  warranto  should  not  be  so 
issued  as  to  afford  to  the  holder  their  full  nominal  value.  By  the 
allowance  of  interest,  taxation  will  be  increased ;  but  if  in  this  or 
any  other  instance,  the  people  object  in  an  aggregate  mass  to  that 
which  is  ordinarily  each  man's  individual  action,  that  is,  paying 
interest,  when  there  is  delay  in  payment  of  the  principal,  that  is  a 
matter  of  accounting  between  them  and  their  representatives. 

From  what  has  been  said  it  follows  that  the  statute  is  not  uncon- 
stitutional upon  the  grounds  thus  far  urged  and  noticed,  and  there- 
fore to  that  extent  must  be  sustained.  As  there  is  no  other  nor 
further  constitutional  objection  to  that  portion  of  the  statute  affect- 
ing the  two  hundred  and  eighty-dollar  warrant,  the  applicant  is 
entitled  to  his  writ  upon  the  defendant  for  its  issuance. 

To  that  portion  of  the  statute  directing  the  drawing  of  the  five 
&ousand-dollar  warrant  it  is  objected — 

Ist.  That  it  exempts  the  Contingent  Fund  created  from  the 
action  of  the  Board  of  Examiners,  Controller,  and  Treasurer. 
Portion  of  this  and  other. objections  before  and  to  be  noticed,  was 
argued  upon  certain  statutes.     If  this  statute  conflicts  with  those 
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cited,  being  later^it  controls.  The  constitutional  objection  is  based 
upon  the  following  provision :  "  Art.  V,  Sec.  21 :  The  Governor, 
Secretary  of  State,  and  Attomej-General,  shall  constitute  a  Board 
of  State  Prison  Commissioners,  which  Board  shall  have  such  super- 
vision of  all  matters  connected  with  the  State  Prison  as  may  be 
provided  by  law.  They  shall  also  constitute  a  Board  of  Examiners, 
with  power  to  examine  all  claims  against  the  State,  (except  salaries 
or  compensation  of  officers  fixed  by  law)  and  perform  such  other 
duties  as  may  be  prescribed  by  law.  And  no  cl^m  against  the 
State  (except  salaries  or  compensation  of  officers  fixed  by  law) 
shall  be  passed  upon  by  the  Le^lature  without  having  been  con- 
sidered and  acted  upon  by  said  Board  of  Examiners." 

The  defendant  contends  that  this  section  imposes  the  action  of 
the  Board  of  Examiners  as  a  jurisdictional  pre-requisite  to  any 
legislative  action  upon  any  real  or  assumed  claim  against  the  State 
for  the  payment  of  money,  ^^  except  salaries  or  compensation  of 
officers  fixed  by  law,"  and  accepting  the  logical  consequence  of  this 
position,  admits  that  such  view  would  include  all  bonds,  interest 
thereon,  and  many  other  matters  heretofore  provided  by  the  Legis- 
lature to  be  paid  without  such  procedure.  If  he  be  right  and 
action  so  futile  must  be  had,  submission  should  be  made  ;  but  from 
a  consideration  of  the  section  referred  to,  a  more  natural,  and  to 
the  credit  of  its  framers,  intelligent  conclusion  appears.  One 
premise  of  the  position  is,  that  the  section  creates  the  Board  of 
Examiners  as  a  check  to  legislative  extravagance.  If  such  was 
the  intention  there  is  a  sad  failure  of  accomplishment.  An  intended 
check  without  the  slightest  means  of  enforcement — ^for  under  the 
section  the  only  power  given  is  to  examine,  and  the  ultimate  and 
only  power  of  adoption  or  rejection,  is  in  the  very  body  intended 
to  be  checked.  A  checking  board  requiring  le^lative  action  to 
make  it  even  advisory !  It  is  unjust  to  the  members  of  the  con- 
stitutional convention  to  accuse  them  of  such  fatuity.  The  Board 
of  Examiners  was  intended  to  subserve  an  important , purpose,  but 
not  that  on  which  defendant  insists.  That  it  prescribes  a  pre- 
requisite to  legislative  action  is  true,  (whether  of  form  or  essence 
will  be  considered  hereafter)  and  for  that  very  reason  can  apply 
only  to  such  claims  as  require  legislative  action  upon  them  as 
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cbujDQfl — ^not  creative  action  but  adoptive  or  rejective  action.  The 
exception  Btrengtiiens  this  view.  A  salary  or  compensation  which 
required  no  locative  action  could  not  be  brought  up  therefor ;  if 
not,  then  it  could  not- be  examined,  as  examination  is  only  a  pre- 
requiute  for  such  action,  but  there  might  be  a  salary  or  compensa- 
tion requiring  further  le^lativ^  action,  as  for  instance  an  appro* 
»priation,  such  salaiy  or  compensation  is  therefore  excepted  from 
examination.  A  'claim  is  a  demand  by  some  one  other  than  the 
State  against  it  for  money  or  property ;  but  when  the  claim  orig- 
inates with  the  State,  or  in  its  behalf,  and  cotemporaneously  with 
its  origin,  and  means  and  manner  of  payment  are  provided,  as  in 
the  case  of  a  bond,  it  does  not  then  constitute^  a  claim  proper 
ag^iinst  the  State,  but  a  liquidated  and  legalized  demand  against 
the  treasury.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that,  except  when  limited  by 
the  Constitution,  a  Le^lature  has  power  to  appropriate  money  as 
it  sees  fit,  and  only  by  such  appropriation  can  money  be  drawn 
from  the  treasury.  '^  No  money  shall  be  drawn  from  the  treasury 
but  in  consequence  of  appropriations  made  by  law.  An  accurate 
statement  of  the  receipts  and  expenditures  of  the  public  money 
shall  be  attached  to  and  published  with  the  laws  of  every  regular 
session  of  the  Legislature."  (Const.,  Art.  IV,  Sec.  19.) 

The  only  prohibitory  provisions  are :  first.  Section  28,  Article 
IV,  as  follows :  ^'  No  money  shall  be  drawn  from  the  State  treas- 
ury as  salaiy- or  compensation  to  any  officer  or  employ 6  of  the 
Le^lature,  or  either  branch  thereof,  except  in  cases  where  such 
salary  or  compensation  has  been  fixed  by  a  law  in  force  prior  to  the 
election  or  appointment  of  such  officer  or  employ^,  and  the  salary 
or  compensation  so  fixed  shall  neither  be  increased  or  diminished  so 
as  to  apply  to  any  officer  or  employ^  of  the  Legislature,  or  either 
branch  thereof,  at  such  session :  provided^  that  this  restriction  shall 
not  apply  to  the  first  session  of  the  Legislature."  Second.  Section 
9,  Article  YIU,  as  follows:  <^The  State  shall  not  donate  or 
loan  money  or  its  credit,  subscribe  to,  or  be  interested  in,  the  stock 
of  any  company,  association,  or  corporation,  except  corporations 
for  educational  or  charitable  purposes." 

The  Legislature  then  has  power  to  appropriate  money  for  its  con- 
tingent expenses,  and  it  only  remains  to  be  seen  whether,  having 


82  SUPREME  COURT  OP  NEVADA.  [Jak., 


Ash  V.  ParkinaoD. 


appropriated,  it  may  disburse ;  if  it  donates,  it  delegates  disburse- 
ment. It  would  be  a  strange  conclusion  that  it  could  delegate 
powers  ii<  has  not.  If  the  Le^lature  has  power  to  take  and  use 
monej  from  the  treasury  for  one  purpose,  it  has  for  all,  subject  to 
the  provisions  last  cited,  and,  therefore,  in  the  present  instance,  its 
action  is  constitutional,  unless  thereby  a  claim  agsdnst  the  State  is 
passed  upon  contrary  to  the  meaning  of  the  provision  of  section 
twenty-one,  article  five,  of  the  Constitution,  as  interpreted  by  de- 
fendant. 

Incidental  expenses  to  accrue  cannot  be  held  to  constitute  cisdms 
proper.  The  Legislature  takes  the  money,  each  branch  places  a 
certiun  amount  in  the  hands  of  its  Sergeant-at-Arms ;  whatever  it 
is  deemed  proper  to  spend  money  for,  in  the  nature  of  an  incidental 
expense,  is  decided,  and  on  that  account  the  officer  is  directed  to 
make  disbursement.  Who  has  any  claim  against  the  State  ?  Not 
the  party  to  whom  the  officer  pays  the  money,  for,  in  the  first 
place,  he  is  not  dealing  with  the  State  or  its  agent,  but  only  with 
the  agent  of  one  portion  of  one  branch  of  the  State  Government ; 
and  secondly,  he  is  paid.-  Not  the  officer,  for  he  has  the  money  in 
his  hands.  Not  either  branch  of  the  Legislature,  for  it  has  money 
in  the  hands  of  its  agent.  There  can  be  no  legal  claim  for  money 
except  upon  a  matter  of  debt  or  damage,  and  then  there  could  be  no 
legal  claim  against  the  State  except ;  it  owed  and  having  paid,  by 
its  Treasurer,  upon  the  warrant  of  its  Controller,  it  could  owe  noth- 
ing. The  question  here  is,  so  far  as  relates  to  incidental  expenses 
to  accrue,  not  as  to  the  power  of  the  Le^lature  to  pass  upon 
claims,  but  to  appropriate  and  use  the  money.  Such  power  it  has, 
subject  to  the  constitutional  restrictions  contained  in  section  twenty- 
eight,  article  four,  and  section  nine,  article  eight.  Expenses  already 
accrued,  however,  stand  difierentiy,  although  they  may  originally 
have  been  created  by  the  separate  action  of  each  body,  the  statute 
in  question  recognizes  them  as  claims  so  far  as  it  may  properly  do 
so  ;  of  course,  it  does  not  upon  its  face  and  cannot  recognize  any 
matter  as  a  clum  which  is  within  the  restriction  of  section  twenty- 
eight,  article  four,  of  the  Constitution.  Being  claims  against  the 
State,  then,  they  must  be  acted  upon  by  the  Board  of  Exammers 
before  payment,  unless  the  Legislature  has  the  power  to  pass  upon 
them  without  such  action. 
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It  is  said  by  plaintiff  that  no  evidence  exists  that  such  claims 
have  not  been,  or  will  not  be,  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Examin- 
ers ;  if  not,  yet  this  is  legitimate  matter  for  consideration,  as  the 
bill  provides  that  the  amount  pcdd  to  the  Sergeants-at-Arms  is  to 
be  held  and  paid  out  by  them  respectively  upon  resolution  of  the 
Senate  and  Assembly,  and  the  bill  being  objected  to  generally  as 
unconstitutional,  should  be  viewed  in  all  its  aspects. 

It  is  argued  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  that  if  the  Board  of  Exam- 
iners should,  under  the  Constitution,  act  upon  a  claim  before  the 
Legislature,  may  pass  upon  it ;  still,  that  this  is  a  matter  of  form 
rather  than  of  substance,  and  that  the  Constitution  is  directory 
rather  than  mandatory  to  the  Legislature.  The  Constitution  con- 
tains several  articles,  the  general  scope  of  each  being  indicated  by 
its  heading.  The  section  under  consideration  is  found  in  article  five, 
entitled  ^'  Executive  Department,"  and  proposes,  primarily,  to  give 
power  to  certain  executive  officers.  In  addition  thereto  it  provides 
as  follows :  '^  And  no  claim  against  the  State  (except  salaries  or 
compensation  of  officers  fixed  by  law)  shall  be  passed  upon  by  the 
Legislature  without  having  been  considered  and  acted  upon  by  said 
Board  of  Examiners."  No  penalty  is  affixed  should  the  Legis- 
lature disregard  this  provision,  as  in  some  other  instances,  as  with 
regard  to  contracting  debts  above  the  prescribed  amount,  as  in 
matter  of  prohibition  to  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  absenting 
themselves  from  the  State  for  more  than  ninety  consecutive  days, 
in  which  case  the  offending  Judge  is  deemed  to  have  vacated  his 
office.  Suppose  the  passage  of  a  statute  whereby  the  Legislature 
passes  upon  a  claim  against  the  State,  which  has  never  been  acted 
upon  by  the  Board  of  Examiners.  Is  such  statute  void,  or  only 
irregular  ?  The  mode  prescribed  by  the  Constitution  has  not  been 
followed ;  what  is  the  consequence  ?  If  there  is  nothing  upon  the 
face  of  the  bill  to  show  that  the  Board  of  Examiners  have  not 
acted,  how  is  that  fact  to  be  ascertained  ?  Courts  have  generally 
held  that,  if  it  be  proper  to  look  behind  a  statute  regular  on  its 
face,  to  ascertiun  whether  it  had  passed  constitutionally,  that  such 
examination  was  not  by  jury  trial  of  fact,  but  by  inspection  by  the 
'  Court  of  the  legislative  record  contained  in  the  office  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  and  of  that  only.    Under  this  view  it  would  be 
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imposuble  to  say  that  the  expenses  now  being  considered  had  or 
had  not  been  passed  upon  by  the  Board  of  Examiners,  unless 
recourse  was  had  to  the  records  of  such  Board,  and  to  inspect  such 
record  would  be,  if  previous  decicdons  as  to  the  extent  of  inspec- 
tion are  to  be  followed,  to  make  such  record  part  of  every  biU  pass- 
ing upon  a  claim. 

Again,  the  Constitution  cannot  be  violated  by  permission  of 
ju<]Ucial  authority,  by  mdirection,  and  yet  it  would  be  difficult  to 
suggest  a  remedy  for  an  indirect  violation  with  regard  to  this  very 
section.  Supppose  A  had  a  claim  against  the  State  which  he  had 
not  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Examiners,  and  the  Legislature 
knowing  the  fact  passed  the  bill,  saying  nothing  about  the  claim, 
but  donating  absolutely  the  amount.  Here  there  is  no  passing 
upon  the  claim,  either  so  far  as  the  face  of  the  bill  goes,  nor  prac- 
tically ;  and  yet  an  object  is  accomplished  mdirectly,  which,  it  is 
said,  cannot  be  directiy. 

So  &r  as  cotemporaneous  legation  (always  considered  in  force 
in  constitutional  interpretation)  is  concerned,  it  has  treated  the 
provisions  of  the  section  in  question  as  inapplicable  to  legislative 
expenses.  At  every  session  of  the  Legislature  smce  the  adoption 
of  tile  Constitution  a  law  similar  to  the  present  has  been  passed. 
(Stats.  1864-5,  829 ;  Stats.  1866, 45 ;  Stats.  1867, 159.)  Some 
members  of  the  Constitutional  Convention  have  been  members  of 
the  Legislature.  The  proposer  of  the  constitutional  section  in 
question  was  in  the  Assembly  of  1866.  The  Aitomey-Oeneral  for 
the  first  two  years  of  the  State  Government  was  also  a  member  of 
the  Constitutional  Convention. 

The  section,  as  has  been  said  before,  confers  no  power  save  that 
of  examination  upon  the  Board,  there  being  no  power  of  adjudi- 
cation conferred,  why  may  not  the  Legislature,  the  ultimate  tribu- 
nal, act  without  previous  examination,  that  examination  being  of  no 
binding  force  ?  While  none  of  these  considerations  render  it  clear 
that  the  required  pre-reqiusite  of  examination  is  of  form  rather 
than  of  substance,  nor  that  the  section,  so  far  as  the  Legislature  is 
concerned,  is  directory  and  not  mandatory,  yet  it  is  impossible  to 
decide  the  contrary  without  a  reasonable  doubt.    Such  doubt  ex- 
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isting,  under  the  well-established  rale  of  law,  the  statute  cannot  be 
declared  unconstitutional,  even  as  to  the  point  now  in  question. 

Says  Mr.  Sedgwick,  in  his  Treatise  on  Statutory  and  Constitu- 
tional Law,  page  482 :  ''  The  leading  rule  in  regard  to  a  judicial  con- 
struction of  the  constitutional  provisions  is  a  wise  and  sound  one, 
which  declares  in  cases  of  doubt  every  possible  presumption  and 
intendment  will  be  made  in  favor  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  Act 
in  question ;  and  that  the  Courts  will  only  interfere  in  cases  of  clear 
and  unquestioned  violation  of  the  fundamental  law.  It  has  been 
repeatedly  said  that  the  presumption  is  that  every  State  statute,  the 
object  and  provisions  of  which  are  among  the  acknowledged  powers 
of  legislation,  is  valid  and  constitutional.  And  such  presumption 
is  not  to  be  overcome,  unless  the  contrary  is  clearly  demonstrated.'' 

^^  Courts  ought  not,"  says  the  learned  Chancellor  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  ^^  except  in  case  admitting  of  no  reasonable  doubt,  take 
upon  them  to  say,  that  the  Legislature  has  exceeded  its  power  and 
violated  the  Constitution,  especially  when  the  legislative  construc- 
tion has  been  given  to  the  Constitution  by  those  who  framed  its 
provisions  and  cotemporaneous  with  its  adoption."  (See  also 
Fletcher  v.  Peck^  6  Cranch,  87 ;  Ez  parte  McCollum^  1  Cowen, 
664;  Neioell  v.  The  People,  3  Seld.  109;  Clark  v.  The  Pea- 
plcj  26  Wend.  599 ;  Lane  et  al,  v.  Borman  et  %tx,j  3  Scam.  238 ; 
Foster  et  al.  v.  Essex  Bank,  16  Mass.  245 ;  Farmers^  and  Me- 
chanics^ Bank  v.  Smith,  3  Serg.  &  R.  63 ;  Brown  v.  Bvzan,  24 
Ind.  194 ;  Morrison  v.  Springer,  15  Iowa,  847 ;  Adams  v.  Howe 
et  al.,  14  Mass.  342.) 

Such  being  the  case,  the  defendant  has  unlawfully  refused  to 
issue  the  five  thousand-dollar  warrant,  and  the  writ  must  issue  as 
prayed. 

Let  the  writ  issue. 

By  Johnson,  J. : 

I  concur  in  the  reasoning  and  conclusions  attained  in  the  opinion 
of  Justice  Whitman,  except  so  far  as  it  covers  the  last  branch  of 
the  case,  respecting  the  five  thousand-dollar  warrant,  from  which  I 
dissent,  for  reasons  which  will  be  embodied  in  a  separate  opinion. 
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~M       JOSEPH   CARDINAL,  Rbspondbnt,  v.  THOMAS  J.  ED- 
WARDS, Appeixant. 

« 

Right  of  Property  on  Executort  Sale  or  Chattels.  Cardinal  agreed  to 
Bell,  transfer,  and  convey  to  Archambeauld  a  team  of  horses  as  soon  as  cer- 
tain specified  installments  of  price  should  be  paid,  and  in  the  meanwhile  to 
allow  Archambeauld  to  have  possession  of  and  work  the  team  until  default 
should  be  made  in  any  one  of  the  installments ;  said  possession,  however,  not 
to  lessen  or  impair  Cardinal's  title  to  the  property  so  long  as  any  installment 
shoujd  remain  due :  Held^  that  until  the  installments  were  paid,  the  contract 
was  executory,  and  the  right  of  property  remained  in  Cardinal,  and  could  not 
be  held  as  against  him  under  an  execution  against  Archambeauld. 

Right  or  Property  on  Conditional  Sale.  A  conditional  sale  of  personal 
property  passes  no  title  to  the  vendee  which  can  be  taken  by  hid  creditors 
until  the  performance  of  the  conditions,  unless  there  be  a  waiver  of  the  con- 
dition by  an  absolute  and  unconditional  delivery  of  the  property. 

Statutory  Lien  roR  Keeping  Animals  XjOst  by  Surrender  or  Possession. 
Where  a  stable-keeper  boarded  a  team  of  horses,  but  allowed  them  every  day 
to  be  driven  away  to  work,  and  on  one  occasion  after  being  so  driven  away 
they  were  not  returned :  //e/</,  that  though  he  might  under  the  statute  (Stat- 
utes of  1866,  66)  have  retained  possession  of  the  horses,  and  insisted  upon 
his  lien,  yet,  having  allowed  them  to  be  driven  away,  he  relinquished  posses- 
sion and  thereby  lost  his  right  of  lien. 
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Fixing  Funnus  Tim  of  Patmikt  Dcstrots  Lien.  The  fixing  of  a  future 
time  of  payment  for  the  keeping  or  boarding  of  animals,  such  as  an  agree, 
ment  to  pay  on  the  first  of  each  month,  destroys  the  lien  contemplated  by  the 
Statute  of  1866.    (Statutes  of  1866,  66.) 

Appeal  from  the  Districl  Court  of  the  Second  Judicial  District, 
Ormsby  County. 

In  May,  1868,  Eugene  Archambeauld  presented  himself  at  the 
hay-yard  of  Jens  C.  Sorrensen  in  Carson  City,  represented  that 
he  had  purchased  a  six-horse  team,  and  made  an  arrangement  with> 
Sorrenson  to  have  the  animals  fed  there,  agreeing  to  pay  the 
charges  therefor  on  the  first  of  every  month.  The  team  was  en- 
gaged, with  Sorrensen's  knowledge  and  consent,  in  hauling  wood 
to  Silver  City,  Gold  Hill,  and  other  places,  and  stopped  and  was 
fed  at  the  hay-yard ;  part  of  the  time  every  night,  and  part  of  the 
time  every  second  or  third  night,  for  about  a  month  and  a  half, 
Archambeauld  during  the  whole  time  having  the  absolute  and  ex-^ 
elusive  control  of  it,  directing  its  movements,  receiving  the  pro- 
ceeds of  its  labor,  and  paying  a  part  of  the  bill  for  feeding.  On 
July  17th,  1868,  the  team  was  driven  from  the  yard  with  a  load  of 
wood  as  usual,. Archambeauld  being  in  charge.  Sorrensen  was 
present  at  the  time,  but  had  no  intimation  that  it  was  being  re- 
moved not  h  return.  On  that  or  the  next  night  Archambeauld, 
without  having  returned  to  the  yard,  absconded,  leaving  the  team 
at  tiie  Half-way  House,  between  Virginia  City  and  Carson ;  and 
the  next  day  Joseph  Cardinal  took  possesion  of  it,  claiming  the 
same  as  his  own  property. 

On  July  20th,  Sorrensen  commenced  suit  before  a  Justice  of  the 
Peace  against  Archambeauld,  to  recover  two  hundred  and  sixty-five 
dollars  and  seventy-five  cents,  the  balance  on  his  feed  bill  up  to 
July  17th,  and  caused  the  animals  to  be  attached ;  in  which  suit 
he  obtained  judgment  against  Archambeauld  for  the  amount  of  his 
bill  and  costs,  and  was  declared  to  hold  a.  special  statutory  lien 
upon  the  animals.  Execution  on  that  judgment  being  issued  and 
placed  in  the  hands  of  Thomas  J.  Edwards,  the  Sherifi*  of  Ormsby 
County,  he  levied  upon  and  seized  possession  of  the  animals  under 

the  writ. 

Cardinal,  whose  relation  to  the  property  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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then  commenced  this  action,  which  was  replevin  against  the  Sheriff, 
and  obtained  a  judgment  to  the  effect  that  he  was  the  owner  of  and 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  property,  and  that  Sorrensen  had 
no  right  to  it.  From  this  judgment,  and  an  order  overruling  his 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  defendant  appealed. 

Clayton  ^  Davia^  for  Appellant. 

I.  The  sale  of  the  property  from  Cardinal  to  Archambeauld 
was  an  absolute  sale.  There  is  no  dispute  that  there  was  an  im- 
mediate delivery,  and  an  actual  and  continued  change  of  posses- 
sion of  the  property.  It  amounted  to  an  absolute  sale  from  Cardi- 
nal, on  credit,  to  Archambeauld. 

II.  The  written  agreement,  entered  into  between  Cardinal  and 
Archambeauld,  was  intended  as  a  security  to  Cardinal  for  the  debt ; 
and  under  the  well-established  rule  '^  that  where  the  transaction 
resolves  itself  into  a  secunty,  it  is  a  mortgage,"  this  agreement 
was,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  a  chattel  mortgage,  and  as  such 
was  invalid  as  against  Sorrensen.  (Statutes  of  1861,  Chap.  IX, 
Sec.  66 ;  Meyer  v.  Gorhamj  5  Cal.  324 ;  Rackett  v.  Mardovey  14 
Cal.  89.) 

While  this  chattel  mortgage  was  invalid  as  to  third  parties,  it 
was  valid  as  to  the  parties  thereto ;  and  Cardinal,  having  accepted 
a  mortgage  of  the  property  from  Archambeauld,  thereby  admits 
title  in  Archambeauld,  and  is  estopped  to  set  up  and  claim  under 
his  original  title.     (^Sprague  v.  Branch,  3  Cushing,  575.) 

III.  In  the  action  of  replevin,  the  plaintiff  recovers  by  the 
strength  of  his  own  tide,  (1  Ind.  54 ;  20  Conn.  864 ;  31  111. 
120);  and  in  the  case  at  bar  having  admitted  titie  in  Archambeauld 
by  accepting  a  mortgage,  he  can  only  claim  under  the  mortgage, 
which  was  invalid  as  to  third  parties  under  the  statute.  In  the 
action  of  replevin,  the  defendant  may  plead  property  in  himself  or 
in  a  stranger,  and  if  he  succeed  on  the  trial  he  will  be  entitled  to 
a  return  of  the  property,  and  to  damages  for  the  detention  thereof. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  he  connect  himself  with  the  title  of  the 
stranger.  It  is  sufficient  for  him  that  the  right  of  property  is  not 
in  the  plaintiff,  who  must  recover  on  the  strength  of  his  own  title. 
(1  Gilm.  865 ;  21  Wend.  205 ;   1  Pick.  257.)    In  the  caae  at 
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bar,  plaintiff  had  certainly  no  right  to  the  immediate  possession. 
He  had  simply,  taken  possession  of  the  property  at  the  Half-way 
House  the  morning  after  Archambeauld  absconded,  without  any 
warrant  of  law.  It  is  true,  he  says  that  Archambeauld  never  made 
any  of  the  payments  called  for  in  the  written  agreement ;  but  at 
the  time  he  took  possession  none  of  the  installments  were  due  unless 
it  was  the  first,  which  was  due  on  demand,  and  no  demand  was 
shown  or  default  made.  It  is  a  well-settled  rule  that  where  a  de- 
mand is  necessary  and  is  not  made,  or  cannot  be  made,  the  party 
must  resort  to  his  biU. 

lY.  The  statute  entitled  "An  Act  to  Secure  liens  to  Ranch- 
men and  other  persons,"  (Statutes  of  1866,  65)  declares  a  lien 
upon  animals  to  secure  the  feed-bill,  authorizing  their  detention 
until  all  charges  are  paid,  or  until  the  animals  can  be  sold  to  satisfy 
such  claim ;  and  further  providing,  that  in  the  event  of  the  re- 
moval of  the  animals  by  <my  penon^  without  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  the  person  feeding  the  same,  the  person  so  offending 
shall  be  liable  to  fine  and  imprisonment ;  but  that  nothing  therem 
stated  shall  operate  to  release  the  owner  firom  the  lien.  Is  it  not 
absurd  to  say  that  because  Sorrensen  was  present  when  the  team 
was  driven  away  from  his  yard  on  July  17th,  and  did  not  object  to 
its  removal,  that  it  was  not  removed  without  his  knowledge  and 
consent  ?  It  left  with  a  load  of  wood  as  usual,  and  he  supposed  of 
course  that  it  was  leaving  temporarily,  as  it  had  done  fifty  times 
before.  He  says  that  if  he  had  been  advised  of  Archambeauld's 
intention  to  remove  the  team  not  to  return  he  would  not  have  per- 
mitted it  to  leave  until  the  balance  was  paid. 

Y.  Sections  sixty-four  and  sixty-six  ofthie  Statute  of  Frauds 
are  designed  to  insure  probity  and  fair  dealing  among  men,  by 
keeping  the  possession  of  personal  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
real  owners ;  and  to  prevent  a  false  credit  being  acquired  by  one 
party,  having  all  the  indieice  of  ownership,  while  the  real  title  is  in 
anotiier.  (JDoak  v.  Brubaher^  1  Nev.  218.)  The  law  is  clear 
as  regards  the  possession  in  chattel  mortgages,  and  must  apply 
equally  to  conditional  sales  of  personal  property.  In  the  case  at 
bar — even  admitting  that  the  written  agreement  between  Cardinal 
and  Archambeauld  shows  a  conditional  sale,  and  that  no  titie 
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passed  to  Archambeauld — ^yet  Cardinal  voluDtarilj  delivered  the 
possession  of  the  property  to  Archambeauld ;  and^  the  latter  was 
apparently  vested,  by  the  act  of  Cardmal,  with  all  the  rights  of  an 
absolute  owner — ^which  rights  Archambeauld  exercised  absolutely 
for  nearly  two  months,  and  thereby  acquired  a  false  credit. 

Kent  (3  Kent's  Com.  498)  lays  down  the  rule,  that  where 
there  has  been  a  conditional  sale  and  delivery  of  property,  coupled 
with  a  condition  that  security  shall  be  furnished  or  the  property 
paid  for  at  a  future  day,  the  right  of  the  vendor  will  be  good  as 
against  the  buyer  and  his  voluntary  assignee,  but  not  as  against  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  from  the  vendor.  (See  also  Fleeman  v. 
McKean^  25  Barb.  484;  Bagerty  v.  Palmer^  6  John's  Ch.  R. 
437 ;  Hmsey  v.  Thornton^  4  Mass.  405 ;  Waiiz  v.  Qreerij  35 
Barb.  590  ;  CallwM  v.  Bartlet,  3  Duer,  352 ;  Smith  v.  Lynes^  1 
Seld.  42;  1  Paige,  312;  1  Edw.  Ch.  146;  87  Barb.  509.) 

R,  M.  Clarke  and  T.  2).  Edwardi^  for  Respondent. 
[No  brief  on  file.] 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

The  agreement  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and  Archam- 
beauld on  the  thirty-first  day  of  May  and  which  was  afterwards 
on  the  sixth  of  July  reduced  to  writing,  wi^  simply  an  executory 
contract  of  sale,  to  be  executed  or  completed  when  the  stipulated 
payments  were  made  by  the  latter.  That  it  was  not  the  intention 
to  transfer  the  title  from  the  plaintiff  to  Archambeauld  is  a  fact 
which  admits  of  no  doubt  whatever,  if  the  written  instrument  itself 
is  to  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  intention.  The  plaintiff  by  it 
<^  contracts,  promises,  and  agrees  to  sell,  transfer,  and  convey  to 
the  party  of  the  second  part"  (Archambeauld)  the  property  in 
question,  "  as  soon  as  he  shall  have  paid  therefor,'-'  which  he  agreed 
to  do  in  installments,  as  follows:  Two  hundred  dollars  on  demand, 
one  hundred  dollars  on  the  last  day  of  July,  and  one  hundred  dol- 
lars on  the  last  days  of  August,  September,  and  October.  Here  is 
certainly  no  present  sale  or  transfer  of  title.  It  is  as  clearly  an 
executory  contract  of  sale  as  language  could  have  made  it.  The 
contract,  however,  further  provides,  that  the  party  of  the  fijrst  part 
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(Cardmal)  '^hereby  agrees  to  let  the  said  party  of  the  second  part 
have  the  privilege  of  osing  and  working  the  said  wagon,  animals, 
and  harnesses,  until  such  time  as  he  shall  be  in  default  in  making 
any  of  the  stipulated  payments — ^the  said  party  of  the  second  part 
keeping  the  said  property  in  good  working  order  and  condition  at 
his  own  cost  and  expense,  and  without  charge  against  the  first  party. 
But  this  instrument  is  not  intended  to  affect  or  in  any  manner  lessen 
or  impair  the  title  of  the  said  first  party  to  the  said  property,  so 
long  as  any  portion  of  the  sud  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars  shall 
remain  due  from  the  party  of  the  second  part."  By  this  latter 
clause  of  the  agreement,  Archambeauld  had  the  right  of  possession 
of  the  property;  but  that  right  was  subject  to  the  condition  of  pay- 
ment of  the  price  at  the  specified  times.  There  was  certainly  no 
transfer  of  the  right  of  property  by  the  instrument ;  and  we  appre- 
hend the  mere  delivery  of  the  possession  to  be  held  only  upon  con- 
dition could  not  operate  to  invest  him  with  it.  He  was  not  even  to 
have  the  possession  if  he  failed  to  make  payments  of  any  of  the 
installments  of  the  purchase  money.  At  the  time  this  suit  was 
brought  he  was  in  default,  and  had  been  for  nearly  a  month.  The 
title  to  the  property  remaining  in  Cardinal,  it  was  not  subject  to 
levy  and  sale  upon  execution  against  Archambeauld.  If  Archam- 
beauld ever  had  any  interest  which  could  be  so  taken,  it  was  simply 
the  right  of  possession  until  the  last  day  of  July,  at  which  lime 
there  was  a  default  in  the  payment  of  the  installment  then  due. 
At  that  time,  if  not  before.  Cardinal  became  reinvested  with  the 
right  of  possession,  and  as  this  action  was  not  commenced  until  the 
seventeenth  of  November — ^the  day  when  the  property  was  taken 
upon  execution  by  the  defendant — it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff 
should  recover.  If  the  transaction  between  Cardinal  and  Archam- 
beauld were  treated  as  a  conditional  sale,  which  is  certdnly  the 
most  favorable  view  for  the  defendant  which  can  possibly  be  taken 
of  it,  still  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover: 
for  it  is  a  rule,  as  firmly  established  as  any  elementary  principle  of 
tiie  law,  that  a  conditional  sale  passes  no  tide  to  the  vendee  which 
can  be  taken  by  his  creditors  until  the  performance  of  the  condi- 
tion, unless  thev  be  a  widver  of  the  condition  by  an  absolute  and 
unconditional  delivery  of  the  property.    (^Str<mg  v.  Taylor^  2  Hill, 
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826 ;  Herring  v.  Poffock^  15  New  York,  409 ;  Barrett  v.  PriirA- 
ard^  2  Pick.  512 ;  Coggdl  and  Harfer  v.  New  Haven  Railroad^ 
8  Gray,  645 ;  HaH  et  al.  y.  Carpenter^  24  Conn.  427 ;  83  N. 
Hamp.  66.) 

These  cases  are  directly  in  point,  and  decisive  of  this  branch  of 
the  case.  But  it  is  contended  that  Sorrensen,  the  plaintiff  in  the 
execution  against  Archambeauld,  had  under  the  statute  of  this 
State  a  lien  on  the  property  for  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and  sixty- 
eight  dollars,  and  the  right  to  hold  possession  and  sell  the  same  to 
satisfy  such  claim.  The  statute  referred  to  declares,  that  ^'any 
ranchman,  or  other  person  or  persons,  keeping  corrals,  livery  or 
feed  stables,  or  furnishing  hay,  grain,  pasture,  or  otherwise  board- 
ing any  horse  or  horses,  mule  or  mules,  ox  or  oxen,  or  other  animals, 
shall  have  a  lien  upon  and  retain  possession  of  the  same,  or  a  suf- 
ficient number  thereof,  until  all  reasonable  charges  are  pidd,  or  suit 
can  be  brought  and  judgment  obtained  for  the  amount  of  such 
charges,  and  execution  issued  and  levied  on  said  property."  It  is 
true,  under  this  statute,  Sorrensen  might  have  had  a  lion  upon  the 
animals,  and  held  possession  of  them  for  the  feed  furnished' while 
they  were  under  Archambeauld's  control — ^had  he  claimed  such  a 
right ;  but  instead  of  doing  so  he  relinquished  the  possession,  or 
rather,  allowed  Archambeauld  to  take  them  away  without  inter- 
posing any  objection,  or  even  having  claimed  the  right  or  declared 
his  intention  to  hold  them  for  his  charges.  A  voluntary  relinquish- 
ment or  surrender  of  the  possession  always  destroys  the  lien.  (2 
Kent's  Commentaries,  887  ;  1  East,  4  ;  7  East,  5.) 

That  Sorrensen  was  not  present  when  the  animals  were  taken 
away  can  make  no  diilei^nce,  for  he  had  never  pretended  to  claim 
a  lien  on  them,  and  had  ^ways  allowed  them  to  be  taken  away 
every  morning  before  as  upon  the  last.  Had  he  intended  to  claim 
a  lien  upon  the  property  he  should  have  made  it  known  in  some 
way.  In  fact  nothing  is  clearer  than  that  he  had  no  intention  of 
claiming  such  lien  until  he  ascertained  that  Archambeauld  had 
absconded  and  the  plaintiff  obtained  possession  of  the  animals. 
He  cannot,  therefore,  say  that  they  were  taken  from  his  possession 
by  fraud,  or  force,  or  against  hb  will.  Had  it  been  his  will  to  hold 
possession  he  undoubtedly  could  have  done  so.     So,  too,  unless  the 
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statute  changes  the  old  rule,  which  it  does  not  seem  to  do,  the 
fixing  a  future  time  of  payment  as  was  done  in  this  case,  Archam- 
beauld  having  agreed  to  pay  the  charges  on  the  first  of  each  month, 
destroyed  Sorrensen's  right  of  lien.  (2  Kent's  Commentaries,  886, 
882 ;  4  Bam.  &  Aid.  50.)  As  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner,  and 
in  the  possession  of  the  property  at  the  time  it  was  seized  under 
the  execution  against  Archambeauld,  it  was  unlawfully  taken,  and 
he  is  entitled  to  recover  it.  The  judgment  was  right  and  must  be 
aSBrmed. 

Johnson,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  the  foregoing  decision. 


THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA,  Respondbnt,  v.  JAMES  WIL- 
SON, Appellant. 

Errors  not  Propsrlt  Prssbntkd  will  not  bx  Rxoarded.  Where  a  transcript 
on  appeal  in  a  criminal  case  contained  no  bill  of  exceptions  and  no  statement 
either  certified  bj  the  Judge  or  agreed  to  by  the  attorneys :  Held^  that  there 
was  nothing  for  the  consideration  of  the  Appellate  Court  but  the  indictment, 
the  minutes,  and  the  instructions. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Third  Judicial  District, 
Washoe  County. 

The  defendant  was  indicted  at  the  August  Term,  1868,  for  an 
assault,  with  intent  to  commit  murder,  upon  Lafayette  Herbet,  on 
June  11th,  1868,  and  was  convicted  as  charged  in  the  indictment. 
His  motion  for  a  new  trial  having  been  overruled,  an  appeal  was 
taken ;  but,  as  stated  in  the  opinion,  there  was  no  bill  of  excep- 
tions contained  in  the  transcript,  nor  did  the  statement  appear  to 
have  been  certified  by  the  Judge  or  agreed  to  by  the  attorneys. 

IF.  0.  Kermedy,  for  Appellant. 

M.  M.  Clarke^  Attorney-General,  for  Respondent. 

By  the  Court,  WHiiMAir,  J. : 

This  appeal  is  very  imperfectly  presented  —  a  matter  to  be 
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regretted  in  any  case,  particularly  in  one  involving  personal  liberty. 
The  transcript  contains  no  biU  of  exceptions,  and  what  therein  pur- 
ports to  be  a  statement  is  neither  certified  by  the  District  Judge, 
nor  agreed  to  by  the  attorneys.  There  is  nothing  for  the  consider- 
ation of  this  Court  but  the  indictment,  the  minutes  of  the  District 
Court,  and  its  instructions.  As  no  error  appears  in  either,  the 
judgment  is  afllrmed. 

Johnson,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  the  above  decision. 


ROBERT  ROBINSON  et  aU.,  Respondents,  v.  THE  IMPE- 
RIAL SILVER  MINING  COMPANY,  Appellant. 

Location  and  Possession  or  Land  for  Mill  Site  and  Water  Right.  Blaclc 
&  Eastman,  in  December,  1859,  posted  a  notice  on  a  tree  on  the  bank  of 
Carson  River,  of  the  location  by  them  of  a  water  right  commencing  at  that 
point,  and  of  a  right  of  way  for  a  ditch  of  a  certain  capacity  to  a  rocky  bend 
of  the  river  below,  and  within  the  next  six  months  did  some  fifteen  or  twenty 
days'  work  on  the  ditch  but  not  sufficient  to  make  it  of  any  practical  use ; 
and  they  also  erected  a  monument  of  stones  at  a  point  suitable  for  a  mill  site 
on  the  river  below  the  rocky  bend ;  afWr  which  nothing  further  was  done 
until  October,  1860,  when  DeGroot  entered:  Hdd^  not  sufficient  acts  on  the 
part  of  Black  k  Eastman  to  give  them  actual  possession  of  the  land  traversed 
by  the  ditch,  or  of  the  mill  site,  nor  to  prevent  De6root*s  entry  and  appropri- 
ation of  them. 

Actual  Possession  or  Land — ^What.  The  possession  of  public  land  necessary 
to  be  shown  to  enable  a  claimant  relying  solely  upon  prior  possession  to  re- 
cover in  ejectment,  must  be  an  actual  occupation — a  complete  subjugation  to 
the  will  and  control,  a  pedit  ponenio.  The  mere  assertion  of  title,  the  casual 
or  occasional  doing  of  some  acts  on  the  land,  or  the  bare  marking  of  bounda- 
ries, have  never  been  held  sufficient  after  the  lapse  of  a  sufficient  time  to  make 
such  indosures  or  improvements  as  may  bo  necessary  to  give  actual  possession. 

Staininoer  v.  Andrews,  (4  Nev.  59)  to  the  effect  that  a  person  claiming  public 
land  should  be  deemed  in  the  actual  possession  of  all  within  his  marked  bound- 
aries while  diligently  prosecuting  the  work  necessary  to  subject  it  to  his  do- 
minion or  control,  cited  with  approval. 

Approprution  or  Right  or  Wat,  not  an  Appropriation  or  a  Tract  or 
Land.  A  notice  of  appropriation  of  a  right  of  way  for  a  water  ditch  is  not 
sufficient  as  a  notice  of  appropriation  of  the  land  upon  the  sides  of  it. 

DippKRKNCE  eetween  APPROPRIATIONS  OP  Land  AND  Watee.  PubUc  land  is  ap- 
propriated by  one  character  of  act,  water  by  another.    The  digging  of  a  ditch, 
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on  public  land  is  not  an  appropriation  of  land  sufficient  for  a  mill  sitOy  nor  Lm 
the  mere  appropriation  of  a  mill  site  an  appropriation  of  water  for  milling  pur- 
poses. 

A  Dked  or  ▲  Watxr-rioht  does  not  Contet  ▲  Uill  Sitk.  A  deed  conveying 
all  the  water  of  a  river  between  certain  points  "  for  the  purposes  and  use  of 
machinery  or  ditches,  or  for  any  other  uses,"  does  not  convey  the  land  of  a 
mill  site  on  the  river. 

Town  Site  Appropriations.  A  private  survey  for  a  town  site  was  made  of  a 
tract  of  land,  including  certain  premises  claimed  by  other  parties,  and  not  as  a 
part  of  the  town  site,  which  premises  were  not  subdivided  into  lots  like  the 
balance  of  the  tract,  nor  plotted  on  the  map  thereof,  nor  were  they  fenced  or 
improved :  Held^  that  the  owners  of  the  town  site,  though  they  might  possess 
and  own  the  lots  subdivided,  staked  out  and  plotted  by  them  without  fencing 
or  other  improvement,  they  could  not  be  held  to  have  appropriated  the  prem- 
ises not  so  subdivided,  and  had  no  possession  of  them.  ' 

FoiciBLB  Interruption  or  Settlement  on  Public  Land.  DeGroot,  having  en- 
tered upon  certain  public  land  under  the  Utah  Statute  of  1852  (Utah  Stats. 
1852,  176)  and  caused  it  to  be  surveyed,  was  engaged  in  fencing  it,  when  he 
was  forcibly  driven  off:  Held^  that  by  a  compliance  with  the  law  so  far  as  he 
could  or  was  permitted,  he  acquired  a  title  which  entitled  him  to  the  possession 
of  the  land  as  against  all  persons  except  the  government. 

Survey  roR  Settlement  under  Utah  Statute.  Under  the  Act  of  1862,  (Utah 
Stats.  1852,  176)  requiring  surveys  for  the  purposes  of  settlement  to  be  made 
by  the  County  Surveyor,  or  survey  made  by  persons  employed  by  him  and 
acting  under  his  direction  and  certified  by  him,  is  sufficient. 

GoxsTRucrioN  or  Statute— ^OrriciAL  Acts  bt  Employees.  Where  a  statute 
(Utah  Stats.  1652,  176)  provided  that  *Hhe  County  Surveyor  shall  within  thirty 
days  after  completing  any  survey  make  true  copies,  etc." :  HeUk,  that  a  survey, 
not  made  by  the  officer  personally  but  by  persons  employed  by  him  and  acting 
under  his  direction,  if  adopted  as  his  act  and  certified  to  by  him  as  such,  was 
a  compliance  with  the  law. 

PassuHPnoN  in  payor  or  Settler  Interrupted  in  his  Settlement.  In  a  suit 
for  the  possession  of  public  land  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  under  the  Utah  laws, 
(Utah  Stats.  1852,  176,  and  1865,  271 )  where  it  appeared  ■  that  he  had  entered 
in  good  faith,  and  had  the  land  surveyed  and  was  proceeding  to  fence  it  when 
the  defendant  forcibly  drove  him  off :  Held^  that  it  would  be  presumed,  even 
although  the  fence  then  being  built  was  not  of  sufficient  character,  that  an 
inclosure  in  all  respects  sufficient  would  have  been  completed. 

No  Advantage  or  One^s  Own  Wrong.  The  law  permits  no  person  to  profit  by 
his  own  wrong. 

Foreign  Corporation  cannot  Plead  Statute  or  Limitations.  Foreign  corpora- 
tions are  within  the  exception  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  as  to  persons 
absent  from  the  State  when  a  cause  of  action  accrues  against  them. 

CoNSTRucnoN  or  Statute  or  Limitation.  Section  twenty-one  of  the  Statute  of 
Lunitations,  (Stats.  1861)  in  the  use  of  the  expression  "cause  of  action,"  in- 
•    dades  real  action  or  actions  as  to  real  estate  as  well  as  personal  action. 

Cbollae  Potosi  Co.  v.  Kennedy,  (3  Nev.  861)  in  so  far  as  it  expresses  an  opinion 
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tbat  a  fordgn  corporation  is  entitled  to  ayail  itself  of  the  bar  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  in  an  action  concerning  real  property,  disapproTed  and  declared 
not  the  decision  of  the  Court. 

Errors-  not  Prejudicial.  A  judgment  will  not  be  reversed  on  account  of  error 
in  an  instruction  to  the  jury,  when  it  appears  that  the  instruction  could  not 
possibly  have  injured  the  party  complaining  or  misled  the  jury  to  his  pre- 
judice. 

No  RiTiRSAL  FOR  Error  whxri  JUDGMENT  CLEARLT  RiOHT.  A  verdlct  which  is 
undoubtedly  right  upon  the  evidence,  that  is,  so  clearly  right  that  if  it  were 
the  other  way  it  would  be  considered  contrary  to  the  evidence,  should  not  be 
set  aside  because  of  the  admission  of  improper  evidence  or  the  giving  of 
incorrect  instructions. 

On  Petition  for  Rehearing:  Vested  Rights  under  Utah  Settlers'  Statute — 
Repeal  or  Statutes.  The  Statute  of  Utah  Territory  relating  to  settlements 
on  pubUc  land  (Utah  Suts.  1852,  176 ;  1866,  176 ;  and  1866,  271)  which 
declared  that  in  certain  cases  the  Surveyor's  certificate  of  survey  should  ^*  be 
title  of  possession  to  the  person  or  persons  holding  the  same,"  gave  to  such 
certificate  the  character  of  a  title  as  against  all  save  the  General  Government ; 
and  after  the  laws  had  been  complied  with  and  a  title  obtained  under  them, 
^he  repeal  of  the  laws  could  not  destroy  the  title  so  acquired. 

Objections  for  Defect  of  Evidence  not  made  in  Court  below.  An  objection 
on  account  of  a  defect  in  the  evidence,  which  would  have  been  proper  when 
the  evidence  was  produced  but  might  have  been  removed  if  then  made,  will 
not  be  allowed  to  be  raised  for  the  first  time  in  the  Appellate  Court 

Grosetta  v.  Hunt  et  als.,  in  so  &r  as  it  expresses  an  opinion  as  to  the  necessity 
of  filing  a  copy  of  survey  with  the  Surveyor-General  under  the  Statutes  of 
1862,  (Utah  Stats.  1862,  176)  disapproved  and  declared  not  the  decision  of 

the  Court 

Filing  Papers  in  Recorder's  Office — ^Indorsement  of  Filing.  Where  a  statute 
(Utah  Stats.  1866,  176)  required  a  copy  of  a  survey  to  be  filed  in  the  County 
Recorder's  office,  and  a  copy  was  produced  therefrom  with  an  indorsement  by 
the  Recorder  that  it  was  filed  at  the  proper  time,  the  fact  that  there  was  a 
further  indorsement  by  him  that  it  was  recorded,  which  was  not  required : 
Heldf  not  to  vitiate  the  filing  as  required  by  law  nor  admit  a  presumption  tiiat 
it  was  merely  filed  for  record. 

Construction  of  Statute — ^Ezpressio  unius,  exclusio  alterius.  The  second 
section  of  the  Statute  of  1862  (Utah  Stats.  1866,  176)  in  regard  to  County 
Surveyors,  required  them  to  keep  a  record  of  all  surveys  made  and  of  all  cer- 
tificates given  by  them,  and  especially  provided  that  **no  certificate  shall  be 
valid  unless  filed  in  the  Recorder's  office,  as  provided  for  in  this  Act " :  Held^ 
that  if  a  certificate  was  duly  filed  in  the  Recorder's  office,  the  omission  to  do 
any  of  the  other  acts  imposed  by  the  section  would  not  invalidate  it. 

Construction  of  Statutes — Certificate  of  Survey.  Where  a  certificate  of 
survey,  made  under  the  Statute  of  1866,  (Utah  Suts.  1866,  176)  stated  that 
the  survey  was  made  for  a  certain  person,  naming  him :  Held^  that  it  was  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  portion  of  the  statute  requiring  the  certificate 
to  certify  "  to  whom  given." 
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Appbal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Fourth  Judicial  District, 
Ljon  County. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  commenced  on  May  8d,  1867, 
by  Robert  Robinson,  Willard  B.  Parwell,  and  William  V.  Wells, 

against  the  Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company, Qreentree,  and 

McKay,  to  recover  possession  of  a  rectangular  piece  of  land, 

two  hundred  and  fifty  yards  from  east  to  west,  and  three  hundred 
yards  from  north  to  south,  on  the  Carson  River,  in  Lyon  County, 
upon  which  was  situated  the  Rock  Point  Quartz  Mill,  together  with 
the  mill  and  water  flowing  to  it  for  its  use,  and  twenty-five  thousand 
five  hundred  dollars  damages  for  the  withholding  of  possession  and 
use  of  the  mill.  Subsequently  and  before  the  hearing,  the  action 
was  dismissed  as  to  the  defendants  Greentree  and  McKay,  and  the 
claim  for  damages  waived.  The  cause  came  up  first  before  Judge 
Hayden  of  the  Fourth  Judicial  District,  but  after  a  short  investiga- 
tion he  determined  that  he  was  disqualified  from  trying  it,  by  reason 
of  an  interest  held  by  him  in  certain  lots  in  the  town  of  Dayton, 
embraced  within  the  limits  of  the  lands  claimed  by  plaintiff;  and 
at  his  request,  S.  H.  Wright,  Judge  of  the  Second  Judicial  District, 
occupied  the  bench  when  the  case  again  came  up.  It  was  tried 
before  a  jury  in  August,  1867,  and  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
plaintifis,  for  the  land,  property,  and  water  rights,  and  costs  of  suit, 
upon  which  judgment  was  entered.  A  motion  for  new  trial  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  was  overruled,  and  an  appeal  was  then 
taken  from  the  judgment  and  order  refusing  to  grant  a  new  trial. 

It  appeared  that  the  Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company  was  a 
corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California, 
mcorporated  in  1863,  since  which  time  it  had  been  in  the  possession 
of  the  premises  sued  for ;  and  it  was  claimed  that  it  had  erected 
improvements  on  the  ground  at  a  cost  of  over  a  quarter  of  a  million 
of  dollars. 

The  record  in  the  case  is  very  voluminous,  but  all  the  facts,  in 
addition  to  the  foregoing,  necessary  for  a  full  understanding  of  the 
decision,  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Williams  ^  Bixler^  for  Appellant. 

I.   The  rules  of  law  which  must  control  the  action  of  the  Court  in 
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its  decision  will  be  found  in  Sankey  v.  Noyes^  (1  Ne7.  68)  where 
it  is  held  that  possession  when  solely  relied  on  should  be  a  pedin 
vosaesaioy  an  actual  occupation,  a  subjection  to  the  will  and  control ; 
and  in  McFarland  v,  Culbert9on^  (2  Nev.  280)  where  this  Court 
reiterates  the  doctrine  of  Sankey  v.  NbyeSj  and  it  is  said  with 
approbation  that  the  Courts  have  repeatedly  held  that  to  acquire 
title  by  possession  to  farming,  or  arable  and  meadow  land,  it  must 
be  inclosed  by  a  substantial  fence.  In  many  cases  it  has  been  held 
that  even  a  fence  is  not  sufficient,  but  that  the  claimant  must  use 
and  occupy  the  inclosed  premises,  or  some  part  of  them.  (See,  also, 
Wright  V.  Whitesides,  16  Cal.  47 ;  Garrison  v.  Sampson^  15  Cal. 
93 ;  Coryell  v.  Cain,  16  Cal.  673 ;  Wolf  v.  Batdtvin,  19  Cal.  313 ; 
Folack  V.  McGrathy  32  Cal.  16 ;  Woodworth  v.  Fidton,  1  Cal.  304 ; 
Murphy  v.  Wallingford,  6  Cal.  648 ;  Preston  v.  Kehoe,  16  Cal. 
815 ;  Cummins  v.  Scott^  20  Cal.  83 ;  Sviton  v.  Shumaker,  21 
Cal.  464.) 

From  what  has  been  said  by  this  Court,  and  in  other  cases  cited, 
it  is  clear  that  the  least  which  can  be  required  of  one  claiming  pub- 
lic land  by  possession  against  another  who  has  entered  thereon,  is 
that  he,  the  claimant,  was  at  the  time  of  the  entry  in  the  actual 
occupation  of  the  premises,  using  and  holding  the  same  and  exer- 
cising such  acts  of  ownership  relative  thereto  as  are  usually  and 
ordinarily  exercised  with  reference  to  such  property. 

The  same  acts  are  not  required  in  every  instance,  but  must  be 
such  as  are  appropriate  to  the  use  for  which  the  land  was  taken ; 
and  must,  in  all  cases,  amount  to  an  open,  notorious  exercise  of  ex- 
clusive dominion  and  assertion  of  title  to  the  premises.  And  it  is 
further  well  settled  that  when  all  the  facts  of  a  case  are  before  this 
Court  it  will  determine  whether  they  are  sufficient  in  law  to  consti- 
tute possession.  We  do  not  understand  Staimnger  v.  Andrews,  (4 
Nev.  69)  and  Sharon  v.  Davidson,  (4  Nev.  416)  as  holding  a 
different  doctrine. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  the  entry  of  Black  and  Eastman  excused 
Johnson  from  any  further  acts  necessary  to  complete  his  possession, 
and  Alford  v.  Dewin  {1  Nev.  207)  was  cited  as  sustaining  the 
proposition.  The  greatest  length  to  which  that  case  can  be  con- 
strued as  going  is,  that  when  the  law  requires  a  series  of  acts  to  vest 
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title  to  land,  and  one  who  proceeds  in  good  faith  to  perform  such 
acts  is  prevented  by  another  from  doing  any  one  or  all  of  them, 
tiien  as  against  the  latter,  he  will  be  presumed  to  have  filled  the 
requirements  of  the.  law — ^that  is  to  say,  the  attempt,  in  good  faith, 
to  perform  the  act,  will  be  taken  for  its  execution.  Such  is  the  law, 
but  we  cannot  see  how  that  rule  is  to  be  extended  to  this  case. 

Johnson  was  not  acting  under  the  provisions  of  any  statute  upon 
the  subject,  but  was  attempting«to  acquire  title,  if  at  all,  under  the 
general  rules  of  law  relating  to  possession,  which  are  about  the 
same  throughout  the  United  States  when  applied  to  the  use  of 
public  lands.  He  had  no  right  to  stop  and  rest  upon  a  few  discon- 
nected, uncertain  acts  which  did  not  give  him  possession,  because 
others  were  attempting  to  acquire  title  to  a  part  of  the  land  cliumed 
by  him  xmder  the  same  rules  of  law  which  it  is  supposed  he  was 
acting  under,  and  offer  as  an  excuse  for  not  attempting  to  perfect 
his  title  those  attempts  of  others.  If  such  an  excuse  for  non-actbn 
should  be  allowed  by  the  Courts,  then  the  development  and  progress 
of  the  country  would  be  greatly  retarded.  No  man  would  dare 
enter  upon  land  upon  which  a  notice  or  blazed  tree  could  be  found, 
from  an  apprehension  that  he  who  posted  the  notice  or  blazed  the 
tree ;  or  an  enterprising  grantee  of  his  who  dealt  in  stale  titles  and 
other  old  toares  might,  after  the  lapse  of  years,  oust  him  and  take 
his  improvements  as  well  as  the  land. 

To  perfect  title  by  possession  to  a  given  tract  of  land  one  must 
do  all  in  his  power  to  reduce  it  to  his  exclusive  dominion,  and  if 
obstructed  in  regard  to  a  part  of  it,  he  must  occupy  what  he  can, 
and  continue  to  assert  in  an  appropriate  manner  his  claim  to  the 
whole.  Unless  he  continues  to  occupy  a  relation  to  the  whole  tract 
which  would  justify  his  recovery  of  any  part  of  it  against  all  in- 
truders, he  cannot  recover  any  of  it,  except  that  which  he  has  the 
actual  possession  of,  and  that  possession  must  be  the  possestio  pedU. 
In  other  words,  before  ejectment  can  be  maintained  the  plaintifi 
must  show  actual  or  constructive  possession  of  the  premises  sued 
for  at  some  lime.  Actual  possession  consists  in  having  reduced  to 
his  exclusive  dominion  the  particular  piece  of  land ;  constructive 
possession  in  having  the  dominion  of  part  with  a  proper  assertion  of 
title  to  the  remainder,  or  attempted  and  prohibited  dominion  of  it. 
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As  to  DeGroot,  it  appears  that  he  employed  one  McMurraj  to 
survey  for  him  the  land  described  in  his  deed  from  Johnson.  Mo- 
Murray  was  an  employ^  of  Marlette,  County  Surveyor,  and  Marlette 
certified  the  survey.  Williams,  a  selectman,  approved  it,  and  the 
Recorder  of  the  county  placed  it  on  record.  Black  and  Eastman 
for  themselves,  and  Collins  for  the  Mineral  Rajnds  Company — each 
claiming  possession  of  parts  of  the  land  surveyed — ^attempted  to 
prevent  the  survey,  and  drove  DeGroot  off.  This  survey  was  not 
an  act  of  possession,  or  such  an  act  as  would  give  or  tend  to  give 
title  by  possession ;  it  was  not  so  intended,  but  on  the  contrary, 
seems  to  have  been  an  effort  to  conform  to  the  Utah  statutes,  and  to 
secure  by  virtue  of  those  statutes  a  title  for  one  year.  Then  if  we 
attach  this  to  all  past  acts  of  DeGroot  and  Johnson,  and  admit  that 
each  act  followed  its  predecessor  in  due  and  reasonable  time,  we 
find  there  is  yet  a  complete  failure  to  come  within  the  rules  of  pos- 
session so  as  to  confer  title. 

If  that  survey  conferred  any  right  whatever,  that  right  com- 
menced with  the  completion  of  the  survey.  We  find,  however,  that 
Black  and  Eastman  were  then  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  premi- 
ses  in  controversy,  and  we  presume  that  no  one  will  claim  that  the 
Utah  statutes  intended  to  give  or  could  give  title  by  a  mere  survey 
against  one  in  possession  at  the  time  of  survey.  Black  and  East- 
man were  there  by  consent  and  license  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  which  the  fee  rested,  and  it  was  not  within  the  power  of  the  Utah 
Legislature  to  confer  authority  upon  another  to  oust  them.  If 
allowed  the  full  force  of  all  that  is  claimed  for  it  by  respondents, 
the  Utah  Acts  referred  to  were  calculated  to  work  hardships  to 
individuals  and  greatly  retard  the  progress  of  the  country,  for  it  is 
said  that  an  unlimited  quantity  of  land  could  be  embraced  within  a 
survey,  and  that  no  other  act  was  necessary  to  give  title  for  one 
year.  If  such  construction  may  be  given  to  the  law,  then  the 
Courts  ought  to  be  very  strict  in  its  application.  One  claiming  by 
such  title  shoilld  be  required  to  come  within  both  the  letter  and 
spirit  of  the  statute.  The  Utah  statutes  only  attempted  to  attach 
the  rights  claimed  by  respondents  to  a  survey  made  by  the  County 
Surveyor.  This  was  not  made  by  the  County  Surveyor,  or  even 
by  a  deputy  of  his,  but  by  an  unsworn,  unauthorized  citizen,  whose 
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acts  were  no  more  binding  upon  the  Government  or  its  citizens  than 
those  of  any  other  private  person;  and  although  the  statute  says  that 
the  certificate  of  the  Surveyor  '^  shall  be  title  of  possession,"  yet  it 
is  clearly  contemplated  that  an  actual  iurvey  shall  first  have  been 
made  by  a  competent  officer. 

The  object  of  requiring  an  actual  survey  was  that  monuments  of 
such  a  character  should  be  erected  or  established  upon  the  land  as 
would  attract  attention  and  put  all  persons  desiring  to  occupy  it 
upon  inquiry  concerning  title  to  the  same.  If  such  survey  was  not 
required  and  an  actual  occupation  of  the  premises  was  not  neces- 
sary to  acquire  title,  then  the  community  would  have  been  con- 
stantly liable  to  become  unconsciously  trespassers. 

Again :  There  is  some  conflict  of  authority  relating  to  the  power 
of  an  officer  to  appoint  a  deputy  unless  thereunto  authorized  by 
law ;  but  there  certainly  can  be  no  question  that  acts  in  their  nature 
official  performed  by  one  who  is  neither  an  officer  elected,  af^inted 
or -commissioned,  are  void.  As  DeGroot's  survey  was  not  made  by 
an  officer  recognized  by  law,  we  claim  that  it  did  not  confer  any 
right  upon  him. 

If,  however,  we  admit  that  the  survey  was  made,  certified  and 
recorded  as  required  by  law,  and  that  at  the  time  it  was  made  there 
was  no  adverse  possession  by  Black  and  Eastman,  respondents  still 
fail  to  establish  a  title  to  the  premises  sued  for.  The  Utah  statutes, 
under  which  they  claim,  required  them  to  fence  the  land  within  one 
year,  and  declared  that  a  failure  to  do  so  should  work  a  forfeiture 
of  all  right  acquired  by  the  survey.  DeGroot  and  his  grantees 
failed  to  build  the  required  fence,  but  they  allege  as  an  excuse  for 
their  failure,  that  they  were  forcibly  prevented  from  doing  so  by 
Black,  Eastman,  and  others.  This  excuse  cannot  be  counted  to 
their  credit  unless  the  acts  which  Black  and  Eastman  prevented 
would,  if  completed,  have  perfected  theur  titie. 

From  the  evidence,  it  appears  that  the  fence  which  was  built,  was 
made  by  plantbg  posts  eight  feet  apart  and  nailing  to  them  two' 
boards,  each  eight  inches  wide,  and  that  the  intention  was  to  make 
the  entire  inclosure  in  the  same  manner.  Let  us  suppose  that  they 
had  carried  out  their  intention  by  building  the  kind  of  fence  men- 
tioned  around  the  entire  tract,  would  that  have  given  them  title 
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either  under  the  common  law  rule  of  possession  or  the  Utah 
statutes  ?  The  authorities  heretofore  cited  and  a  fair  construction 
of  the  Utah  statutes  clearly  justify  and  require  an  answer  in  the 
negative.  A  fence  of  the  kind  they  were  building  would  no  more 
have  reduced  the  land  to  their  exclusive  dominion  and  possession, 
than  the  mere  planting  of  stakes  or  the  blazing  of  trees. 

In  concluding  this  branch  of  the  case  we  call  the  attention  of  the 
Court  to  the  question  whether  the  Utah  statutes  relative  to  lands, 
by  virtue  of  which  respondents  claim  titie,  furnish  the  proper  rule 
of  decision  for  this  controversy.  The  Territorial  Government  of 
Utah  had  no  power  to  dispose  of  the  public  lands  within  the  Terri- 
tory, nor  to  give,  grant,  or  vest  any  interest  therein.  The  full 
extent  of  the  power  of  that  Government  was  to  fix  the  rules  which 
should  govern  in  her  Courts  in  actions  between  her  citizens  respect- 
ing land  or  other  property.  The  Utah  Legislature  could  not  pass 
laws  affecting  the  rig/U  to  land,  but  had  the  power  to  declare  the 
remedies  which  should  pertain  to  the  same.  It  could  not  say  that 
certain  acts  should  confer  title  to  land,  but  had  full  power  to  declare 
the  circumstances  under  which  tiie  plaintiff  or  defendant  in  a  given 
character  of  case  should  recover  in  the  Courts  of  the  Territory. 

If  we  are  right  in  holding  that  the  Utah  statutes  spoken  of  per- 
tained merely  to  the  remedy ^  then  with  the  repeal  or  abrogation  of 
those  statutes  fell  the  right  to  claim  under  them  in  the  Courts  of  the 
countiy.  On  the  twenty-first  of  March,  1861,  the  Congress  passed 
the  Act  organizing  the  Territory  of  Nevada.  Upon  the  passage  of 
that  Act  the  statutes  of  Utah  ceased  to  operate  within  the  limits  of 
the  new  Territory.  As  a  consequence  those  attempting  to  hold 
lands  within  Nevada  Territory  by  Utah  mrvet/  title  were  compelled 
to  enter  into  actual  possession  of  them  or  forfeit  all  claim  thereto. 
The  respondents  did  not  take  such  actual  possession  and  did  no  act 
whatever  with  relation  to  the  land  in  controversy  until  their  attempt 
to  fence  in  the  fall  of  that  year,  making  a  period  of  six  months, 
running  through  the  entire  farming  season,  during  which  they  failed 
to  assert  title  to  or  enter  upon  the  premises ;  hence  if  they  ever  had 
any  right  to  it  they  lost  it  then. 

n.  The  usual  mode  of  appropriating  water  is  by  notice,  followed 
by  laying  out  a  ditch  or  canal,  and  witiiin  a  reasonable  time  there- 
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after  coiistnicting  snch  ditch  or  canal  and  diverting  the  water  into 
it.  If  it  is  desired  to  build  a  mill  in  connection  with  the  ditch,  the 
usual  custom  is  to  indicate  bj  notice,  or  monuments,  or  stakes,  the 
mte  of  the  mill.  In  December,  1859,  Black  and  Eastman  located 
the  ditch  and  mill  site  now  owned  and  occupied  by  appellant,  by 
posting  notices  at  the  head  of  the  ditch  and  the  mill  site.  They 
surveyed  out  their  ditch  and  piled  up  stones  as  monuments  at  the 
mill  site,  to  indicate  the  location  of  their  mill,  and  soon  after  com- 
menced the  construction  of  their  ditch.  They  pursued  the  work 
fiur  enough  during  the  seascm  of  1860  to  divert  the  water  of  the 
river,  and  the  following  season  completed  the  entire  undertaking 
and  commenced  operating  their  mill.  Having  regularly  followed 
one  act  by  another  within  a  reasonable  time,  until  the  completion  of 
the  ditch  and  mill,  their  rights  related  back  to  the  first  act,  and 
hence  their  title  dates  in  December  of  1859,  and  it  must  be  held 
good  against  all  claims  attempted  to  be  secured  subsequent  to  that 
date.  We  have  heretofore  shown  that  at  the  time  named  Johnson 
had  not  even  the  shadow  of  a  tide. 

Again :  The  Mineral  Rapids  Company  located  the  same  land  in 
February  of  1860,  for  a  town  site.  They  leased  a  part  of  it  to  be 
actually  occupied  by  one  of  the  company,  and  lidd  the  entire  tract 
off  into  town  lots,  streets,  etc.,  and  staked  and  mapped  the  whole  in 
the  usual  and  ordinary  mode  of  laying  off  towns.  We  submit  that 
as  they  occupied  the  land  in  the  appropriate  manner  of  occupying 
lands  for  such  purposes,  they  acquired  title  to  the  whole  town  site 
except  that  portion  of  it  then  in  the  actual  possession  of  Black  and 
Eastman,  whose  better  right  they  acknowledged.  As  against  John- 
son the  Mineral  Rapids  Company  had  the  better  tiUe,  and  we  have 
succeeded  to  all  they  had.  So  far  as  the  water  right  goes,  there 
can  be  no  question  but  that  the  Mineral  Rapids  Company  acquired 
a  perfect  title,  or  as  perfect  as  possession  could  make  it. 

III.  The  second  instruction  was  wrong.  It  is  subject  to  the 
objection  that  no  qualification  was  made  in.  favor  of  those  in  the 
adverse  possession  of  the  land  surveyed,  at  the  time  of  survey. 
The  jury  were  left  to  conclude,  and,  by  the  import  of  the  instruc- 
tion, given  to  understand,  that  a  survey  made,  certified,  and  recorded, 
as  required  by  the  Utah  laws,  gave  titie  for  one  year  against  all 
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persons  without  regard  to  the  time,  manner,  or  circumstances  of 
their  entry.  That  there  was  some  peculiar  efficacy  about  a  survey 
and  observance  of  Utah  laws  and  customs  which. gave  a  sanctity  to 
a  right  claimed  under  them,  above  and  superior  to  one  obtained  in 
any  other  manner ;  that  the  eifect  was  to  do  away  with  all  previous 
efforts  to  secure  title  to  the  tract  thus  honored.  As  we  claimed  by 
possession  taken  previous  to  and  existing  at  the  time  of  DeGroot's 
survey,  the  Court  ought  to  have  qualified  this  instruction  by  declar« 
ing  that  such  a  survey  could  not  operate  to  give  title  as  against  one 
who  had  previously  located  the  surveyed  land  and  was  then  in  its 
actual  occupancy. 

IV .  The  Court  gave  the  third  and  fourth  instructions  offered  by 
respondents,  and  refused  the  seventh,  asked  by  appellant,  upon  the 
theory  that  a  foreign  corporation  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  our 
Statute  of  Limitations.  Whether  the  action  of  the  District  Court 
upon  this  subject  was  correct  or  not  is  a  matter  of  serious  debate. 
Mr.  Justice  Beatty,  in  ChoUar-Potori  Company  v.  Kennedy^  (3 
Nev.  861)  made  a  strong  argument  on  our  side  of  the  question. 
We  do  not  believe  that  a  foreign  corporation  can  plead  the  statute 
in  personal  actions,  but  after  careful  consideration  are  disposed  to 
agree  with  Judge  Beatty  in  reference  to  the  application  of  section 
twenty-one  to  actions  concerning  real  estate.  There  are  strong 
reasons  why  the  exception  embraced  in  that  section  should  apply  to 
personal  claims,  but  none  for  its  application  to  actions  pertaining  to 
realty. 

A  judgment  for  a  personal  demand  should  be  based  upon  per- 
sonal service  of  summons  that  it  may  be  made  available  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  State,  while  iubititvied  service  is  as  effectual  as  actual 
service  in  actions  for  the  recovery  of  real  property.  Why  then 
make  the  mode  of  service  rather  than  the  relation  of  the  parties  to 
the  property  in  real  actions  control  the  time  of  their  commencement  ? 
Judge  Beatty  also  suggests,  correctly,  that  ejectment  may  be  main- 
tained  agidnst  any  one  in  possession,  whether  master  or  servant. 
He  might  have  added  that  it  can  only  be  maintiuned  against  the 
party  in  possession. 

Now,  then,  we  are  told  that  a  foreign  corporation  cannot  exist 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  State  within  which  it  ia  created,  and  there* 
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fore  can  never  be  within  this  State,  or,  in  the  language  of  the  Limi- 
tation Act,  is  ^^  always  absent  from  the  State."  If  the  proposition 
be  true,  then  how  can  such  a  corporation  eject  a  party,  and  actually 
possess  the  land  entered  upon  ?  It  seems  to  us  that  respondents' 
argument  cuts  both  ways,  and  that  they  must  either  admit  the 
appellant  in  the  State^  and  therefore  in  possession  of  the  premises 
they  sued  for,  or  else  out  of  the  State,  and  therefore  incapable  of 
ejecting  them.  If  the  first,  the  Act  of  Limitations  applies,  or  if  the 
second,  the  compliant  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action. 

Megick  ^  Seeli/y  for  Respondents. 

I.  We  claim  that  upon  the  whole  evidence  the  verdict  is  right. 
The  jury  decided  the  case  after  a  patient  and  protracted  hearing 
of  a  great  maB3  of  testimony,  oral  and  documentary,  which,  in  many 
of  its  features,  was  conflicting,  and  some  of  which,  by  reason  of  such 
conflicts,  had  to  be  qualified  or  entirely  disregarded.  This  Court 
will  not  disturb  that  verdict,  except  on  manifest  error  shown  affirma- 
tively by  the  appellant,  and  but  for  which  the  verdict  should  have 
been  for  the  appellant.  K  the  verdict  appears  right  upon  the  whole 
case,  it  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal. 

We  assume  the  privilege  of  basing  our  right  upon  any  fact  within 
the  record  sufficient  to  support  it,  and  we  especially  rely  upon  the 
certificate  of  survey  of  the  County  Surveyor  of  Carson  County  to 
DeGroot,  our  grantor,  dated  November  5th,  1860,  upon  a  survey 
made  October  30th  and  81st,  1860,  which  covers  the  land  in  ques- 
tion in  this  suit.  At  the  time  this  survey  was  made  and  certificate 
9ven,  the  statutes  of  Utah  (Utah  Stats.  1855, 175)  provided  that 
the  County  Surveyor  should  give  a  certificate  of  such  survey  to  the 
person  for  whom  it  was  made,  describing  the  tract,  block,  or  lot,  and 
number  of  acres  contained ;  and  such  certificate  should  be  "  title  of 
possession  to  the  person  or  persons  holding  the  same."  The  Utah 
statutes  further  provided  (Utah  Stats.  1855,  271)  that  the  Re- 
corder should  not  record  any  land  to  any  person  until  a  certificate 
of  the  survey  had  been  procured  that  such  land  had  been  surveyed, 
and  such  certificate  of  survey  had  been  approved  and  countersigned 
by  one  or  more  of  the  Selectmen  of  the  county,  and  that  '^  one 
year  shall  be  allowed  to  persons  having  land  surveyed  to  inclose 
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and  fence  said  land."  And  in  Alfard  v.  Bewin^  (1  Nev.  207) 
this  Court  gave  force  and  effect  to  these  Utah  statutes,  and  estab- 
lished the  right  of  recovery  under  the  certificate  directed  by  these 
statutes  to  be  given.  See  also  Desmond  v.  Stone^  (1  Nev.  378) 
to  the  same  effect.  There  was  a  substantial  compliance  on  the  part 
of  DeGroot  with  the  Utah  statutes  as  to  all  acts  to  be  done  for  the 
acquisition  of  the  right  of  possession  and  transfers  of  interest.  The 
legal  effect  of  the  certificate  was  to  endow  DeGroot  with  the  title  of 
possession — that  is,  the  possessory  right  or  title — for  the  period  of 
one  year,  without  any  act  being  done  on  his  part.  Black  and  East- 
man, from  whom  appellant  derives  its  right,  took  possession  of  the 
land  in  controversy  and  ousted  DeGroot  within  the  year  after  the 
survey;  and  afterward,  in  August,  1861,  when  the  then  owners  of 
the  DeGroot  interest  undertook  to  inclose  and  fence  the  land,  they 
were  forcibly  prevented  by  Black  and  Eastman  and  the  Imperial 
Silver  Mining  Company. 

This  ouster  of  DeGroot  and  the  prevention  of  the  fencing  of  the 
land,  caused  by  Black  and  others  under  whom  defendant  claims, 
form  a  valid  excuse  for  not  fencing  within  the  year,  and  estop  the 
defendant  in  this  controversy  from  availing  itself  of  the  objection 
that  the  land  was  not  inclosed  within  that  period.  (^Alford  v. 
Dewifij  1  Nev.  207.)  And  ever  since  that  time  DeGroot  and  his 
successors  in  interest  have  been  kept  out  of  the  possession  of  the 
land  by  defendant  and  those  under  whom  it  claims.  This  would, 
upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  seem  to  justify  the  verdict  beyond  all 
question. 

II.  The  law  does  not  say  that  the  survey  must  be  made  by  the 
Surveyor  in  person,  nor  how  it  shall  be  made.  (^Alford  v.  Dewiuy 
1  Nev.  207.)  But  this  certificate  is  itself  evidence  of  the  fwcts 
which  the  law  directs  the  Surveyor  to  certify. 

The  testimony  of  Marlette  shows  that  though  he  did  not  make 
the  surveys,  they  were  made  by  his  order  and  direction  and  by  his 
assistant ;  and  upon  such  acts  as  his  own  he  issued  the  certificate. 
The  manual  labor,  within  no  rule,  was  required  to  be  done  by  him. 
He  had  a  right  to  act  by  agents  and  employes — everything  being 
done  in  his  name  and  by  his  direction,  and  he  adopting — and  being 
responsible  for  such  acts  as  his  own,  done  in  the  performance  of 


1869.]  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  57 

Robinson  v.  The  Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company. 

his  official  daties.  The  law  directs  certain  records  to  be  made,  and 
copies  to  be  given  by  certain  officers.  May  they  not  have  the 
writing  done  by  any  employe^  without  invailidating  the  official  act  in 
which  the  writing  is  used  ?  The  objection  under  consideration,  if 
allowed,  would  upset  four-fiflhs  of  all  official  acts  performed.  This 
certificate,  like  a  patent,  imports  verity,  and  is  binding  on  third 
parties. 

ni.  As  to  the  next  objection  it  is  sufficient  answer  to  say,  that 
the  laws  of  Utah  were  the  laws  of  the  United  States  as  much  so  as 
if  they  had  been  made  by  Congress  itself,  or  by  Commissioners 
appointed  by  Congress ;  and  that,  upon  the  plainest  principles,  the 
organization  of  the  territorial  government  of  Nevada  did  not  put 
an  end  to  either  remedies  or  rights  given  by  the  Utah  statutes. 
But  this  permission  to  occupy  public  land,  and  prohibition  against 
intrusion,  decreed  by  the  statute,  was  a  right — ^not  in  the  land,  but 
over  it-— subordinate  certainly,  and  only  subordinate,  to  the  will  and 
subsequent  acts  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  of  some 
other  territorial  government  which  Congress  might  depute  over  the 
same  territorial  area. 

The  Courts  of  Nevada  Territory  always  recognized  and  enforced 
the  Utah  laws,  until  changed  by  territorial  legislation  or  congres- 
sional action,  and  upheld  rights  and  redressed  wrongs  thereunder. 

IV.  As  to  the  next  objection  the  Court,  in  the  case  of  Alford 
V.  Dewin^  has  made  answer  for  us :  "  That  before  the  expiration  of 
the  year,  the  defendants  [or  its  grantors]  had  entered,"  and  that 
"  the  plaintiflFs  [or  their  grantors]  being  wrongfully  ousted,  could 
not  fence."  It  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  Black,  or  of  defendant, 
to  say  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  not  been  prevented  they  would  not 
have  made  a  sufficient  fence.  So  far  as  defendant  is  concerned^ 
plaintiffs  were  not  bound  to  fence  at  all  under  the  circumstances : 
their  right  was  good  without  any  fence ;  and  it  would  seem  strange, 
if  an  effort  to  make  a  fence  of  any  kind  about  the  premises  could 
place  them  in  any  worse  position. 

Again :  There  could  not  have  been  and  there  was  no  evidence 
that  a  sufficient  fence  would  not  have  been  built  within  the  year, 
but  for  the  interference  proven. 

y.    As  to  the  objection  that  Black  and  Eastman  were  in  actual 
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possession  of  the  property  when  the  survey  was  made,  it  is  plain  that 
their  acts  and  those  of  the  Mineral  Rapids  Co.,  done  within  the 
same  period  of  time,  constituted  no  possession,  and  also  left  the 
property  vacant  at  the  time  of  the  survey,  and  open  and  suscep- 
tible to  appropriation  by  the  survey  and  certificate  to  DeGroot, 
made  under  the  Utah  statutes. 

If  the  acts  of  Black  and  Eastman  and  the  Mineral  Rapids  Co., 
done  before  the  survey,  were  sufficient  to  give  them  a  right  to  the 
property,  and  the  property  was  therefore  not  vacant,  then  so  were 
the  acts  done  by  Johnson  and  DeGroot ;  and  the  latter  took  prece- 
dence of  the  former,  because  the  location  of  Johnson,  to  which  the 
acts  of  himself  and  DeGroot  related,  were  first  in  time ;  and  Black 
and  Eastman,  and  the  Mineral  Rapids  Co.,  and  the  Imperial  Co., 
had  knowledge  of  such  priority.  But  if  the  acts  of  neither  w6re 
sufficient  to  possess  the  property,  then  the  same  was  vacant  when 
the  survey  was  made,  and  the  title  of  possession,  or  the  possessory 
title  thereto,  was  conferred  upon  DeGroot  by  the  certificate  of  siiiv 
vey.  (^Satikey  v.  Noye%^  1  Nev.  68;  Ophir  Silv.  Mm,  Co.  v. 
Carpenter y  4  Nev.  534 ;  Staininger  v.  Andrew$^  4  N,ev.  59 ; 
Sharon  v.  Davidsonj  4  Nev.  416.) 

YI.  K  the  certificate  of  survey  to  DeGroot,  which  is  the  founda- 
tion of  our  right  was  valid,  the  verdict  was  correct  and  could  not 
have  been  different,  notwithstanding  all  acts  antecedent  to  the  sur- 
vey and  rulings  and  instructions  of  the  Court  in  reference  thereto. 
Even  if  such  acts  were  irrelevant  or  incompetent  to  sustain  a  right 
of  recovery,  and  if  the  rulings  of  the  Court  in  relation  thereto  were 
erroneous — still,  upon  the  certificate  alone  and  the  undisputed  evi- 
dence having  relation  thereto,  the  right  of  the  plaintiffii  was  perfect, 
and  the  verdict  could  not  have  been  for  the  defendant. 

When  the  Court  can  see  from  the  whole  record  that  the  verdict 
is  right,  it  will  not  be  disturbed,  notwithstanding  the  existence  ot 
en^rs  which,  being  corrected,  the  verdict  would  remain  the  same. 
(2fery  V.  iSickleSy  13  Cal.  429  ;  Clark  v.  Lockwood,  21  Cal.  220 ; 
Bdmont  v.  Coleman^  1  Bosw.  188 ;  KeUy  v.  Hammer j  18  Conn. 
311 ;  1  Grab.  &  W.  on  New  Trials,  801 ;  2  Grab.  &  W.  on  New 
Trials,  634;  3  Grab.  &  W.  on  New  Trials,  968;  Leviizkt/  v. 
Canning,  33  Cal.  299.) 
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yn.  As  to  the  second  instraction,  the  qualification,  suggested 
by  appellant,  ought  not  to  have  been  added  to  it,  because  the  proofs 
showed  that  no  one  was  in  possession  of  the  land  when  the  survey 
was  made  and  certificate  ^ven.  For  the  same  reason  the  Court 
properly  refused  to  give  defendants'  sixth  instruction. 

yill.  Does  section  twenty-one  of  the  Statute  of  limitations 
include  foreign  corporations  within  its  meaning  ?  We  insist  that 
this  question  is  settled  by  the  case  of  Olcott  v.  The  Tioga  Mail- 
road  Company^  (20  New  York,  210)  reversing  the  case  as  decided 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State,  (26  Barb.  148)  and  over- 
ruling the  case  of  Faulkner  v.  Ddavan  ^  JR.  O.  Co.  (1  Denio, 
441).  The  doctrine  settled  in  the  above  case  by  the  Court  of 
Appeials  of  New  York,  upon  great  consideration,  all  the  Judges 
concurring,  and  after  the  most  elaborate  research  and  argument  of 
eminent  counsel,  is  that :  ^^  a  foreign  corporation  sued  in  this  State 
'  cannot  avail  itself  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  It  is  like  a 
natural  person,  within  the  exception  to  the  operation  of  the  statute, 
bv  which  the  time  of  absence  from  the  State  is  not  to  be  taken  as 
any  part  of  the  time  for  the  commencement  of  an  action  against 
it."  No  one  denies  that  as  to  natural  persons  and  personal  actions, 
ibis  section  twenty-one  means  as  it  reads,  that  is,  that  under  its 
provisions  the  aggregate  of  all  a  defendant's  absence  from  the  State, 
is  to  be  taken  into  view  in  determining  the  time  limited  for  com- 
mencing the  action ;  and  that  a  defendant  who  pleads  the  statute, 
is  bound  to  prove  that  deducting  each  interval  of  his  absence,  that 
is,  the  aggregate  of  all  the  absence  from  the  State,  he  was  within 
the  State  the  full  statutory  time.  That  as  to  personal  actions, 
foreign  corporations  are  within  the  exception,  is -fully  established 
by  the  case  above  cited,  and  it  is  not  controverted  by  counsel  for 
appellant.  It  being  then  both  decided  and  admitted  that  the  ex- 
ception of  the  section  applies  alike  to  all  parties  to  actions,  whether 
they  be  natural  or  artificial  persons,  why  does  it  not  likewise  apply 
to  every  class  of  actions  mentioned  in  the  statute,  whether  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  action  be  the  recovery  of  money,  or  of  the  pos- 
session of  goods  and  chattels,  or  of  real  property  ? 

It  seems  to  us  plain  that  there  is  less  ground  and  pretext  for 
holdmg  that  actions  for  real  property  are  not  within  the  meaning  of 
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section,  than  there  is  or  ever  was  for  holding  that  foreign 

corporations  are.  This  is  apparent  from  the  language  of  the  section, 
and  its  connection  with  other  sections  of  the  statute  immediately 
preceding  and  following  it.  The  language  of  all  these  sections  is 
general,  and  there  is  no  warrant  for  applying  them  to  only  a  por- 
tion of  the  actions  mentioned  in  the  statute — there  is  no  room  for 
an  equitable  construction,  or  any  construction  to  be  put  upon  them, 
for  the  meaning  of  the  words  used  is  not  doubtful,  and  that  mean- 
ing is  in  perfect  harmony  with  the  apparent  purposes  and  meaning 
of  the  balance  of  the  Act. 

On  petition  for  rehearing — 

Aldrich  ^  BeLong  and  WUliams  ^  Bixler,  for  Appellant,  after 
the  first  dedsion,  filed  a  petition  for  rehearing,  in  which  the  princi- 
pal points  urged — and  which  are,  for  the  sake  of  convenience, 
inserted  here — ^were  as  follows :        » 

I.  To  aspertain  whether  the  lawst  of  Utah  Territory,  under 
which  DeOroot  claims^  are  in  the  nature  of  a  contract,  or  in  their 
nature  remedial,  let  us  suppose  that  the  last  one,  which  requires 
the  inclosure  within  a  year  after  the  survey,  had  not  been  passed. 
In  that  case  the  survey,  if  the  laws  are  in  the  nature  of  a  contract, 
would  give  title  of  possession,  or,  in  other  words,  the  right^f  pos- 
session, to  any  person  having  a  survey  made,  until  the  disposal  of 
the  land  by  the  government  of  the  United'  States,  notwithstand- 
ing a  new  territorial  government,  embracing  the  land,  had  been  or- 
ganized out  of  a  portion  of  the  Territory  of  Utah,  and  an  indepen- 
dent State  government,  embracing  the  same  land,  had  been  organ- 
ized, and  the  laws  of  Utah  had  been  by  implication  of  law  CQtirely 
abolished.  No  State  or  Territory  can  pass  any  law  to  impair  the 
obligations  of  a  contract,  and  if  it  be  said  that  the  organization  of 
these  governments  was  really  the  act  of  Congress,  on  whom  no 
such  restraint  has  been  imposed,  the  answer  is,  that  Congress  has 
not  only  impaired,  but  abrogated,  the  contract,  and  the  parties  af- 
fected must  suffer  by  the  exercise  of  the  power.  If  the  laws  then 
are  in  the  nature  of  a  contract,  to  use  a  favorite  Mormon  expres- 
sion, the  laws  of  Utah  will  have  been  "  perpetuated  "  on  the  Ter- 
ritory and  State  of  Nevada. 
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This  continaation  of  the  right  clumed  in  this  case  cannot  be 
seriously  contended  for.  The  fact  that  by  subsequent  law  the  per- 
son holding  the  survey  was  required  to  inclose  within  a  year  does 
not  at  all  change  the  principle  which  we  are  attempting  to  support. 

Our  positions,  then,  are  that  the  rights  which  DeGroot  acquired, 
if  any,  by  his  survey,  were  of  that  description  which  depended  for 
their  vitality  upon  statutes  in  their  nature  remedial ;  that  these 
statutes  have  been  repealed  by  the  organization  of  the  Territorial 
and  State  governments  of  Nevada,  and  by  the  legislation  under 
these  governments ;  and  that  these  rights  and  the  right  of  action 
were  lost  by  the  repeal. 

n.  The  survey  in  evidence  was  not  made  and  certified  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  Utah.  In  Qrosetta  v.  HwnJt^  (recently  decided 
by  this  Court)  it  is  held  that  there  must  be  a  strict  compliance 
with  these  laws  by  a  person  who  wishes  to  avail  himself  of  the 
benefits  of  a  survey  made  under  them.  These  laws  provide  that 
true  copies  or  dfagrams  shall  be  made  out  by  the  County  Surveyor, 
and  that  within  thirty  days  after  the  survey  he  shall  transmit  one 
to  the  Surveyor-General,  one  to  the  County  Recorder,  and  that  he 
shall  give  a  certificate  of  such  survey,  describing  the  tract  and 
number  of  acres  contained,  to  the  person  for  whom  it  was  made. 
In  GhAetta  v.  Hunt,  this  Court  says:  ^'Here  it  appears  that 
to  give  title  of  possession,  three  tbhigs  are  to  be  done  after 
the  survey  is  made :  Rrst,  one  copy  of  the  survey  is  to  be  trans- 
mitted to  the  Surveyor-General's  office;  second,  another  copy 
to  the  Recorder ;  third,  a  certificate  of  such  survey  to  the  party 
for  whom  the  survey-  is  made."  It  is  not  shown  that  any 
copy  of  the  survey  was  transmitted  to  the  Surveyor-General's 
office,  or  that  more  than  one  copy  was  ever  made  out,  and  this 
copy,  as  will  be  shown  hereafter,  was  not  filed,  except  for  record, 
and  afterwards  withdrawn.  The  Act  of  1852  contemplated  the 
filing^  not  recording,  of  these  certificates.  If  the  law  requires  a 
paper  to  be  filed  in  any  one  of  the  public  offices,  no  one  is  bound 
to  look  in  the  records  proper  to  find  it.  The  record  of  it  is  no 
notice.  The  Act  further  requires  that  the  survey  and  certificate 
should  be  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  County  Surveyor.  There 
was  no  proof  that  DeGroot  or  his  successor  in  interest  ever  com- 
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plied  with  this  provision  of  the  law,  which  was  undoubtedly  intend- 
ed to  afford  an  additional  protection  to  the  public  in  the  appropri- 
ation and  improvement  of  the  public  lands. 

Again,  the  law  requires  that  the  certificate  should  state  the 
number  of  acres  or  rods  contained  in  the  survey,  and  to  whom 
given.  There  is  nothing  stated  in  the  cefrtificate  as  to  the  person 
to  whom  it  was  given.  It  may  be  said  that  this  is  unimportant, 
but  is  it  not  just  as  important  to  the  public,  as  that  they  should  be 
informed  as  to  whom  a  deed  had  been  given  ? 

III.  The  defendant,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  is  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  of  the  property  in  dispute,  without  notice  of  any  claim 
on  the  part  of  DeGroot  or  his  grantees.  Admit  that  DeGroot^s 
survey  gave  him  the  '^  title  of  possession,"  to  use  the  words  of  the 
law,  and  that  he  was  prevented  from  fencing  the  premises  by  reason 
of  the  opposition  of  Black  and  Eastman,  how  can  it  affect  the  present 
defendant  ?  The  object  of  requiring  these  surveys  to  be  filed,  as 
declared  in  Chrosetta  v.  Hunt^  was  to  enable  persons  who  desired 
to  locate  public  lands,  by  looking  at  the  files,  or  where  required  to 
be  recorded,  at  the  records,  in  any  one  of  the  offices  designated,  to 
ascertain  whether  the  lands  about  to  be  located  had  been  previously 
appropriated.  An  examination  of  the  files  or  records  with  respect 
to  the  claim  of  DeGroot  would  have  disclosed  the  fact,  if  the  de- 
fendant happened  to  look  in-  the  one  office  in  which  there  is  any 
trace  of  this  survey,  that  DeGroot  had  a  survey,  but  that  the  time 
within  which  that  survey  would  afford  him  .protection  had  elapsed. 
The  defendant  could  have  had  no  means  of  ascertaining  from  any 
one  of  the  public  offices  the  existence  of  any  claim  on  the  part  of 
DeGroot. 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

In  the  month  of  September,  a.d.  1859,  one  W.  R.  Johnson 
entered  upon  a  tract  of  unoccupied  land,  lying  on  the  Carson 
River,  in  the  county  of  Lyon ;  erected  some  kind  of  a  cabin  on 
the  premises;  placed  a  notice  on  a  tree  on  the  bank  of  the 
river,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  he  claimed  a  certain  quantity 
of  land,  and  also  the  water  of  the  river;  and  on  the  twenty- 
third  day  of  the  next  month  he  had  a  description  of  his  land, 
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with  a  notice  that  he  claimed  the  same,  recorded  in  the  office 
oi  the  County  Recorder.  In  addition  to  this  he  built  a  tem- 
porary dam  across  the  river,  within  the  boundaries  of  the  land 
thus  claimed  by  him;  Shortly  after — that  is  in  November  or 
December — ^he  left  the  premises  and  went  to  California,  as  it  was 
reported,  for  his  fiEumly,  intending  to  bring  them  to  this  State.  In 
a  few  weeks  after  reaching  Califohiia  he  wrote  to  one  Holmes,  who 
was  living  near  his  claim,  requesting  him  to  do  some  work  on  it  for 
him,  without  specifying  what  he  wished  done — ^his  object,  however, 
evidently  being  to  have  work  done  to  indicate  his  intention  to  con- 
tmue  his  claim  to  the  land  and  water  privilege. 

But  the  persons  from  whom  the  defendant  derives  tide,  and  who 
were  then  making  some  clcum  to  ihe  premises,  being  informed  of 
tiiis  letter,  forbade  Holmes  doing  any  work  for  Johnson — ^and  none 
was  done.  Whether  Holmes  was  deterred  from  complying  with 
Johnson's  request  by  reason  of  the  threats  of  those  persons  or  not, 
or  whether  he  ever  had  any  intention  of  doing  anything,  is  not  clear- 
ly shown  by  the  record ;  nor  in  the  view  which  we  take  of  this  very 
ease  is  it  of  any  consequence.  Nothing  further  appears  to  have 
been  done  by  Johnson  to  perfect  his  claim  thus  begun ;  but  what  he 
acquired,  if  anything,  was  subsequently  conveyed  to  one  DeGroot, 
who  afterwards  secured  a  title  to  the  premises  here  in  dispute,  by 
means  of  a  survey  made  in  accordance  with  statute.  We  have 
concluded  to  treat  the  acts  of  Johnson,  and  the  conveyance  by  him 
to  DeGroot,  as  amounting  to  nothing,  and  as  giving  the  latter  no 
right  whatever — ^and  so  to  let  the  plaintiff's  title  rest  entirely  upon 
&e  tjiis  of  DeGroot.  Thus,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  refer  fur- 
ther to  the  acts  of  Johnson,  or  to  determine  what  rights,  if  any,  he 
acquired  by  means  of  the  few  acts  done  by  him.  He  and  his  title 
may  therefore  be  finally  dismissed  from  ftirther  consideration  in 
this  case. 

On  the  tliird  day  of  December,  whilst  he  was  in  California,  two 
persons.  Black  and  Eastman,  took  steps  to  acquire  a  water  privilege, 
or  a  right  to  divert  a  certain  quantity  of  water  from  the  Carson 
River,  through  a  ditch  io  be  dug  across  the  land  claimed  by  John- 
son. As  one  of  the  titles  relied  on  by  the  defendants  is  derived 
from  these  two  persons,  and  as  their  right  or  title  was  based  entirely 
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upon  occupation  or  actual  possession,  it  will  be  necessary  to  ascer- 
tain whether  they  had  such  actual  possesion  or  occupation  of  the 
premises  in  dispute,  at  the  time  the  grantor  of  the  plaintiff  entered 
and  secured  a  title  by  means  of  his  survey.'  If  the  acts  done  by 
Black  and  Eastman,  prior  to  this  survey,  were  such  as  to  give  them 
actual  possession  of  the  land  here  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  then  it 
must  be  conceded  that  the  defendant  has  the  better  title,  and  is 
entitled  to  recover. 

The  first  act  done  by  Black  and  Eastman  was  to  post  a  notice 
on  a  tree  standing  on  the  bank  of  the  river,  which  was  in  this  Ian* 
guage :  ''  Notice  is  hereby  given  that  we,  the  undersigned,  have 
this  day  located  a  water  right,  commencing  at  or  near  this  notice  ; 
also  a  right  of  way  for  a  ditch  of  sufficient  capacity  to  carry  two  thou- 
sand inches  of  water ;  and  the  same  amount  of  water — that  is,-'  two 
thousand  mches,'  is  claimed  to  fill  a  ditch  of  the  aforesaid  capacity. 
Said  water  to  be  carried  in  said  ditch  to  the  first  rocky  bend  with 
high  banks,  about  one-fourth  of  a  mile  down  the  river  from  this 
notice.  Sidd  water  and  ditch  right  was  located  by  the  undersigned 
on  the  third  day  of  December,  a.b.  1859.  The  undersigned  intend 
to  prosecute  said  work  as  soon  as  spring  opens."  This  notice  was 
signed  by  Black  and  Eastman.  The  valuable  portion  of  the  prem- 
ises— that  is,  the  mill  site,  is  situated  below  the  point  here  specified 
as  the  terminus  of  the  contemplated  ditch,  and  where  it  was  in  fact 
terminated — ^the  mill  site  being  at  the  lower  side  of  the  '^  rooky 
bend  "  mentioned  in  the  notice,  whilst  the  ditch  terminated  at  the 
upper  side.  Jt  will  be  observed,  that  there  is  nothing  said  in  this 
notice  about  a  claim  to  land,  except  a  right  of  way  for  a  ditch.  In 
accordance  with  this  claim,  and  the  intention  expressed  in  the 
notice.  Black  and  Eastman  immediately  commenced  to  construct 
the  ditch — working,  however,  only  on  occasional  days  upon  it,  so 
that  up  to  about  the  fifteenth  of  May,  a.d.  1860 — six  months  after 
Ijhe  notice  was  posted,  and  at  the  time  when  the  last  work  was 
done  by  them — only  about  fifteen  or  twenty  days'  work  had  been 
done ;  Black  testifying  that  all  the  work  done  upon  the  ditch,  up 
to  that  time,  could  have  been  done  by  one  man  in  five  or  six  days — 
whilst  Eastman  testifies  that  fifteen  or  twenty  days'  work  had  been 
doYie  upon  it.     However  that  may  be,  nothing  was  done  by  them 
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bat  the  digging  of  an  irregular  ditch,  running  between  the  point 
where  the  notice  was  posted  and  the  rocky  bend — a  point  just 
above  the  defendant's  mill  site.  As  there  was  nothing  in  the  notice 
indicating  an  intention  to  claim  any  land  for  any  purpose  whatever, 
80  we  are  perfectly  satisfied,  from  the  testimony,  that  nothing  was 
done  at  the  time  towards  appropriating  any,  except  the  digging  of 
the  ditch.  Eastman,  who  was  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  testified 
that  he  thought  they  claimed  some  land;  but  what  quantity,  or 
where  it  was  located,  seems  to  have  utterly  escaped  his  recollec- 
tion. The  defendant  can  hardly  expect  to  derive  much  advantage 
fixym  a  claim,  the  locality  of  which  cannot  be  determined  by  the 
locators  themselves.  But  Black  and  Eastman  both  testify  that  they 
intended  at  some  time  or  other  to  build  a  mill ;  and  that  the  water 
was  claimed  and  the  ditch  dug  with  that  object  in  view ;  and  it  is 
claimed  by  defendants  that  it  was  the  intention  to  erect  the  mill 
upon  the  site  now  occupied  by  it ;  that  a  monument  of  stones  was 
placed  by  Black  and  Eastman  at  that  point.  The  evidence,  how- 
ever, does  not  show  when  the  stones  were  placed  upon  the  ground — 
whether  before  or  after  DeGroot's  survey,  and  it  cannot  be  presumed 
that  it  was  before.  Admitting,  however,  that  Black  and  Eastman 
intended  to  claim  the  premises  in  dispute,  and  that  the  monument 
of  stones  was  placed  there  by  them  .prior  to  DeGroot's  claim,  still, 
it  cannot  be  held  that  a  few  stones  thrown  together  would  give  a 
person  actual  possession  of  a  tract  of  land  as  large  as  tnat  claimed 
here,  or  indeed  of  any  quantity  whatever.  It  must  be  borne  in 
mind,  that  the  digging  of  this  irregular  ditch,  of  which  no  use 
whatever  had  evef  been  made,  or  attempted  to  be  made,  and 
through  which  no  water  had  ever  run,  except  during  the  season  of 
high  water  in  the  river,  and  the  piling  of  a  few  stones  together  at 
some  distance  below  the  lower  end  of  it,  is  all  that  had  been  done 
by  Black  and  Eastman,  when  DeGroot  entered  and  made  his 
claim.  And  all  this,  except  perhaps  throwing  up  the  monument 
of  stones,  was  done  by  the  middle  of  May ;  and  everything  re- 
nudned  in  that  condition,  with  nothing  further  being  done  until  the 
twentieth  of  October,  when  DeGroot's  survey  was  made.  Black 
and  Eastman  were  not  living  on  the  premises,  nor  had  they  any 
definite  purpose  with  respect  to  the  use  of  the  ditch,  or  as  to 
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vrhen,  if  ever,  they  would  make  use  of  it.  Eastman  sajs  that  the 
object  in  doing  what  work  was  done,  was  to  show  that  they  had  a 
claim ;  that  they  intended  some  time  or  other  to  build  a  mill,  and 
so  make  use  of  the  ditch.  Were  these  acts — that  is,  the  dig^ng 
of  the  ditch  and  the  piling  up  of  the  monument  of  stones,  sufficient 
under  the  law  to  give  Black  and  Eastman  actual  possession  of  the 
land  here  claimed?  This  question  involves  the  entire  merits  of 
the  case. 

We  admit  that  the  argument  of  counsel  for  appellant  agunst  the 
validity  of  Johnson's  claim  is  perfectly  satisfactory,  but  the  ,  same 
argument  and  the  same  authorities  relied  on  apply  with  equal  force 
to  the  title  of  Black  and  Eastman,  and  to  our  mind,  as  completely 
overthrow  and  destroy  it. 

What  acts  of  dominion  over  public  land  vrijl,  independent  of 
statutory  regulations,  be  sufficient  to  give  a  right  of  possession  as 
against  one  subsequently  entering;  or  rather,  what  character  of  pos- 
session of  public  land  is  necessary  to  be  shown  to  enable  a  claimant 
relying  solely  upon  possession  to  recover  in  ejectment,  has  perhaps 
more  than  any  other  question  received  the  attention  of  the  Courts 
of  6alifomia  and  this  State ;  and  it  may  be  safely  said  that  it  has 
been  uniformly  held  by  them  that  the  possession  must  be  an  actual 
occupation,  a  complete  subjugation  to  the  will  and  control,  a  pedis 
poiseano.  The  mere  assertion  of  title,  the  casual  or  occasional 
doing  of  some  act  upon  the  premises,  or  the  bare  marking  of  bound* 
aries,  have  never  been  held  sufficient,  after  the  lapse  of  a  sufficient 
time  to  enable  the  claimant  to  make  such  enclosures  or  improve- 
ments as  may  be  necessary  to  give  him  actual  possession.  We  held 
in  the  case  of  Staininger  v.  Andrews^  (4  Nev.  59)  that  while  a 
person  claiming  public  land  was  diligently  prosecuting  such  work 
as  might  be  necessary  to  subject  it  to  his  dominion  or  control,  he 
should  be  deemed  in  the  actual  possession  as  against  all  persons 
entering  within  his  marked  boundaries  and  ousting  him.  Except 
in  such  cases,  the  Courts  have  uniformly  held  that  nothing  but  prior 
actual  occupation  or  possession  will  be  sufficient  to  authorize  a 
recovery  in  ejectment,  when  possession  alone  is  relied  on.  Thus  in 
Murphy  V.  Wallingfardj  (6  Cal.'648)  it  is  said :  '^  Possession  is 
presumptive  Evidence  of  title,  but  it  must  be  an  actual  bona  fide 
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occupation,  h  pedis  po$8eBsio^  a  subjection  to  the  will  and  control, 
as  contradistinguished  from  the  mere  assertion  of  title  and  the  ex- 
ercise of  casual  acts  of  ownership.  A  mere  entry  without  color  of 
tide,  accompanied  by  a  survey  and  marking  of  boundaries  is  not 
sufficient."  So  in  Q-arrisan  v.  Sampson^  (\&  Cal.  98)  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Baldwin  speaking  for  the  Court  reiterates  the  rule  in  this  man- 
ner :  ^^  The  land  is  public  land.  It  was  not  taken  up  by  the 
plamtiff  under  the  Possessory  Act  of  this  State,  nor  was  it  enclosed. 
There  were  a  house  and  a  corral  on  it.  Of  these  he  may  be  said 
to  lunre  been  in  the  actual  occupancy.  But  we  cannot  see  from 
the  proof  any  right  of  possession  to  the  whole  of  the  quarter  sec- 
tion, or  even  any  claim  to  it.  We  do  not  understand  that  the  mere 
&ct  that  a  man  enters  upon  a  portion  of  the  public  land  and  builds 
or  occupies  a  houst  "or  corral  on  a  small  portion  of  it,  gives  him  any 
claim  to  the  whole  subdivision,  even  as  against  one  entering  upon 
it  without  title."  Again,  in  Coryell  v.  (7am,  (16  Cal.  578)  it  is 
said :  ^^  And  with  the  public  lands  which  are  not  mineral  lands,  the 
title  as  between  citizens  of  the  State,  where  neither  connects  him- 
self with  the  government,  is  considered  as  vested  in  the  first  pos- 
sessor and  to  proceed  from  him.  This  possession  must  be  actual 
and  not  constructive,  and  the  right  it  confers  .must  be  distinguished 
from  the  right  given  by  the  Possessory  Act  of  the  State.  That 
Act,  which  applies  only  to  lands  occupied  for  cultivation  or  grazing, 
authorizes  actions  for  interference  with  or  injuries  to  the  possession 
of  a  claim,  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  in  extent, 
where  certain  steps  are  taken  for  the  assertion  of  the  claim  and  to 
indicate  its  boundaries.  Parties  relying  upon  the  rights  conferred 
by  this  Act  must  show  a  compliance  with  its  provisions.  They  can 
thus  maintain  their  action  without  showing  an  actual  inclosure  or 
actual  possession  of  the  whole  claim.  But  when  reliance  is  placed, 
not  upon  this  Act  but  upon  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  parties 
through  whom  he  claims,  such  possession  must  be  shown  to  have 
been  actual  in  him  or  them.  By  actual  possession  is  meant  a  sub- 
jection to  the  will  and  dominion  of  the  daimant,  and  is  usually 
evidenced  by  occupation,  by  a  substantial  inclosure,  by  cultiva- 
tion, or  by  appropriate  use,  according  to  the  particular  locality  and 
quality  of  the  property."     See,  also,  the  cases  referre'd  to  in  Stain^ 


68  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.        [April, 

Robinson  v.  The  Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company. 

inger  y.^Andrews^  atUe,  Indeed,  that  the  possession,  when  that 
alone  is  relied  on,  must  be  actual  and  complete,  is  an  expression 
stereotyped  in  all  cases  where  this  question  is  discussed,  and  each 
succeeding  case  only  serves  to  strengthen  and  illustrate  the  rule. 
This  question  has  be^  repeatedly  submitted  to,  and  considered  by 
this  Court,  and  it  seems  impodsible  to  define  the  requirements  of 
the  law,  or  specify  with  more  clearness  or  precision  the  elements  of 
a  good  possessory  title  than  has  akeady  been  done  in  the  decisions 
above  referred  to. 

Tested  by  the  rule  announced  and  exemplified  in  these  cases, 
had  Black  and  Eastman  the  actual  possession  of  the  premises  in 
dispute  at  the  time  DeGroot  entered  ?  Most  certainly  they  had 
not.  Here  was  nothing  done  for  a  period  of  eleven  months  but 
the  digging  of  an  irregular  and  utterly  useless  ditch  in  a  boundless 
waste  of  unclaimed  lands ;  apparently  without  a  purpose,  niever 
used ;  dug,  not  with  a  view  to  immediate  use,  but  only  as  the  parties 
themselves  testify,  to  show  that  they  clsdmed  a  water  privilege,  and 
only  diverting  water  from  the  river  during  the  season  of  high  water, 
with  nothing  but  a  small  monument  of  stones  at  some  distance  from 
it  to  indicate  an  intention  to  cleum  any  land.  In  this  condition 
everything  remained  for  a  period  of  five  months  without  a  solitary 
act  being  done,  and  probably  the  parties  themselves  not  having 
placed  foot  upon  the  soil  here  claimed  during  that  period,  when  the 
grantors  of  the  plaintiff  entered.  The  ditch  was  certainly  not  dug 
for  the  purpose  of  marking  the  boundaries  to  any  claim  of  land, 
nor  to  indicate  that  an  appropriation  of  any  was  intended  by  the 
parties.  It  was  unquestionably  dug  simply  for  the  purpose  of 
diverting  water  from  the  river ;  where  or  how  it  was  to  be  used  is 
not  stated  in  the  notice,  and  it  will  also  be  observed  that  no  land, 
but  only  a  "  right  of  way  "  for  the  ditch,  is  claimed.  The  land 
upon  each  side  of  the  ditch  could  without  the  least  conflict  with  the 
intention  of  Black  and  Eastman,  as  expressed  in  their  notice,  have 
been  appropriated  by  others.  This  ditch,  then,  should  be  considered 
Bimply  as  an  act  performed  ftr  the  purpose  of  appropriating  water, 
and  as  such  was  its  immediate  purpose,  it  should  give  the  persons 
digging  it  no  other  right.  An  act  by  which  water  alone  is  appro- 
priated, should  not  be  considered  an  act  for  the  appropriation  of 
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land.     Land  is  appropriated  by  one  character  of  acta,  water  by 
another. 

It  would  be  as  absurd  to  say  that  the  digging  of  a  ditch  is  an 
appropriation  of  land  sufficient  for  a  null  ute,  as  to  say  that  to  ap- 
propriate a  mill  site  would  be  an  appropriation  of  water  for  milling 
purposes.  It  would  hardly  be  claimed,  if  Black  and  Eastman  had 
simply  appropriated  a  mUl  site,  that  they  could  by  such  appropri- 
ation  claim  also  that  they  had  appropriated  such  quantity  of  water 
as  they  might  need  for  milling  purposes.  What  good  reason  is 
there  for  claiming  that  the  dig^ng  of  a  ditch  for  the  purpose  of 
diverting  water  from  the  river  was  an  appropriation  of  a  mill  site  ? 
The  ditch,  if  completed  within  a  reasonable  time,  might  have  given 
a  right  to  divert  the  water  as  against  subsequent  claimants — ^it  could 
^Ve  nothing  more.  This  is  all  that  was  claimed  m  the  notice,  and 
all  that  seems  to  have  been  attempted  to  be  secured.  Admitting, 
however,  all  that  can  be  claimed  for  this  ditch,  that  its  immediate 
purpose  was  to  secure  the  possession  and  control  of  the  tract  of 
land  here  claimed,  still  it  would  be  impossible,  under  the  decisions, 
to  hold  that  Black  and  Eastman  were  in  the  actual  possession  or  oc- 
cupation of  it  when  DeGroot  entered.  No  person  going  upon  the 
premises  could  by  the  most  diligent  search  have  ascertained  what 
was  claimed.  No  boundaries  were  marked,  no  improvements  were 
to  be  seen,  no  use  whatever  was  being  made  of  the  land,  nor  any 
indication  that  there  was  any  intention  ever  to  do  so.  Did  a  few 
stones  thrown  together  place  these  persons  in  actual  possession  of  a 
tract  of  land  nine  hundred  feet  in  length  by  seven  hundred  feet 
in  width  ?  If  so,  why  might  they  not,  by  the  same  monument, 
claim  an  indefinite  quantity  ?  Their  claim  was  bounded  only  by 
their  desires  or  necessities.  We  can  see  no  more  reason  why  such 
a  monument,  with  a  ditch  not  on  the  premises,  should  give  actual 
possession  of  a  mill  site,  than  of  a  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  land. 
We  conclude  that  in  October,  when  DeGroot  entered.  Black  and 
Eastman  were  not  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  premises  here 
cMmed,  and  therefore  that  the  land  was  vacant  and  subject  to  ap- 
propriation. But  the  defendant  also  relies  upon  a  title  acquired 
from  a  company  called  the  Mineral  Rapids  Company,  which,  it  is 
clauned,  located  this  land  in  February,  a.d.  1860,  some  months 
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prior  to  the  DeGroot  survey.  This  company,  however,  does  not 
appear  to  have  conveyed  any  land  to  the  defendant.  It  claimed 
the  right  to  use  and  divert  the  water  of  Carson  River  between  cer- 
tain points,  as  will  be  seen  by  the  following  notice,  which  was  the 
foundation  of  the  right  here  conveyed : 

'^  Enow  all  men  by  these  presents,  That  we,  the  undersigned, . 
claim  all  the  water  in  Carson  River  embraced  and  being  within  the 
boundaries  hereinafter  described,  to  wit :  Commencmg  at  a  point 
three  hundred  and  sixty-four  rods  north  of  Keller's  log  house  in 
Ohinatown,  by  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  rods  east ;  said  point 
being  on  the  north  line  of  a  tract  of  land  located  and  surveyed  by 
J.  R.  Sears  and  others ;  following  said  river  up  and  embracing  all 
the  water  in  said  river  to  ^a  point  known  as  Logan  &  Holmes' 
Quartz  Mill,  for  the  purposes  and  use  of  machinery  or  ditches,  or 
for  any  other  uses  which  we,  the  claimants,  may  choose." 

The  deed  from  the  company  to  the  defendant  conveys  all  the 
water  right  and  privilege  located  as  above.  This  deed  may  have 
conveyed  whatever  right  the  Mineral  Rapids  Company  may  have 
acquired  to  the  water  of  the  Carson  River,  but  we  are  unable  to 
see  how  it  conveyed  the  premises  here  in  dispute*  No  land  is  de- 
scribed, nor  does  it  appear  to  have  been  the  intention  to  convey 
any.  It  is  simply  a  deed  of  a  water  right  and  nothing  more.  But 
should  it  be  conceded  that  it  was  the  intention  to  convey  this  land, 
that  it  is  included  in  the  deed,  then,  we  answer,  the  Mineral 
Rapids  Company  never  acquired  any  right  or  possession  whatever 
of  it,  and  hence  could  convey  no  title. 

It  appears  that^  at  the  time  mentioned  the  company  had  a  private 
survey  made  of  a  tract  of  land  for  a  town  site,  which  embraced 
the  premises  here  clidmed.  But  it  is  admitted  that  the  company, 
knowing  of  Black  and  Eastman's  claim,  did  not  intend  to  interfere 
with  their  rights,  nor  make  any  claim  adverse  to  them,  and  so  re- 
linquished all  right  to  ihat  portion  of  the  land  claimed  in  this 
action.  In  fact,  they  never  claimed  to  be  in  possession  of,  or  have 
any  title  to  it.  The  balance  of  the  survey  tract  was  subdivided 
into  lots,  but  this  portion  of  it  was  not  so  plotted  on  the  map,  or. 
subdivided  as  a  part  of  the  town  site.  All  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  Mineral  Rapids  Company  made  no  claim  to  this  tract. 
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Not  intending  to  claim  It,  and  *  having  made  no  improvements 
thereon,  it  can  hardly  be  sud  that  any  title  was  acquired.  Even 
if  it  was  intended  to  make  such  claim,  still  the  same  objection  may 
be  urged  to  its  title  that  is  urged  against  Black  and  Eastman's,  there 
was  no  actual  possession  of  it  If  it  were  possible  for  this  company  to 
acquire  title  to  land  which  it  did  not  intend  to  claim,  still  something 
more  than  intention  was  necessary  to  ^ve  it  such  title,  or  to  place 
it  in  the  actual  possession  of  it  against  a  subsequent  claimant.  As 
this  portion  of  their  survey  was  not  subdivided,  nor  intended  as  a 
portion  of  the  town  site,  it  was  certainly  as  necessary  to  inclose  it 
and  to  make  some  use  of  it,  as  in  any  case.  Without  intending  to 
be  understood  as  holding  that  that  portion  of  the  land  which  W8S 
intended  to  be  taken  up  for  a  town  site  should  have  been  fenced,  it 
was  certunly  necessary  to  inclose  or  make  some  appropriate  im- 
provements upon  that  portion  of  the  land  within  the  survey  which 
was  not  intended  for  a  town  site.  The  subdividing,  staking  off, 
and  sale  of  lots  might  possibly  be  deemed  sufficient  acts  of  domin- 
ion to  constitute  actual  possession  of  a  town  site,  but  such  acts 
could  give  possession  of  nothing  beyond  the  limits  of  such  acts,  or 
the  tawn  lots  themselves.  With  respect  to  the  tract  of  land  here 
claimed  nothing  was  done  by  the  company  but  to  survey  the  outer 
Imes.  It  remained  in  this  condition,  with  no  act  of  ownership  exer- 
cised over  it,  from  February  to  the  time  of  DeGroot's  entry,  a 
period  of  about  eight  months.  The  survey  made  by  this  company, 
it  must  be  borne  in  mind,  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  Utah 
statutes,  and  had  none  of  the  elements  of  an  official  survey. 
Whatever  may  have  been  its  right  with  respect  to  the  town  lots,  it 
is  clear  beyond  all  question  that  the  company  had  not  the  actual 
possession  or  occupation  of  this  land:  First,  because  it  never 
claimed  it ;  and,  second,  if  it  did  it  made  no  such  improvements 
upon  or  inclosures  of  it  as  to  give  it  the  actual  possession  at  the 
time  of  DeGroot's  entry.  The  deed  from  it  to  the  defendant, 
therefore,  conveyed  no  right  to  the  land  here  in  controversy. 

Whilst  the  land  was  thus  unoccupied,  with  no  visible  evidence  of 
any  claim  being  made  to  it,  except  an  irregular  ditch  and  a  small 
monument  of  stones,  DeGroot,  the  grantor  of  the  plaintiff,  entered 
upon  it,  and  in  compliance  with  the  statute  law  then  in  force,  had 
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it  surveyed  by  the  County  Surveyor ;  had  the  survey  recorded, 
and  obtained  from  the  Surveyor  a  certificate  of  that  fact.  The 
law  authorising  such  survey,  provided  that  "  the  County  Surveyor 
shall  within  thirty  days  after  completing  any  survey  make  true 
copies  or  diagrams  of  the  same,  and  transmit  the  same  to  the  Sur- 
veyor-General, and  one  to  the  County  Recorder,  arid  give  a  certifi- 
cate of  such  survey  to  the  person  for  whom  it  was  made,  describing 
the  tract,  block,  or  lot,  and  number  of  acres  contained,  and  such 
certificate  shall  be  title  of  possession  in  the  person  or  persons  hold- 
ing the  same"  The  statute  further  declared  that  ^^  one  year  shall 
be  allowed  to  persons  having  land  surveyed  to  inclose  and  fenoe 
the  same,  and  on  their  failing  to  inclose  said  land  within  one  year, 
their  title  to  said  land  shall  be  nullified,  and  the  land  be  common, 
and  -may  be  surveyed  to  any  person  applying  for  the  same."  From 
these  two  sections,  composed  with  but  little  regard  for  the  rules  of 
English  grammar,  it  will  be  seen  that  a  certificate  of  an  official 
survey  was  made  "  title  of  possession  *'  for  one  year ;  that  the  per- 
son having  such  certificate  was  to  be  deemed  in  possession  of  the 
surveyed  premises  for  one  year,  but  not  beyond  that.  After  the 
expiration  of  the  year  the  land  could  only  be  held  by  means  of  an 
inclosure.  DeGroot  obtained  a  certificate  from  the  County  Sur- 
veyor in  accordance  with  this  Act  on  the  twenty-first  of  October, 
A.D.  1860,  and  within  one  year  began  to  fence  the  land  as  required 
by  the  latter  section  above  quoted.  But  whilst  so  engaged  he  was 
forcibly  stopped  by  Black  and  Eastman,  and  himself  and  employees 
driven  from  the  premises.  For  this  reason  the  fence  was  never 
completed.  Thus  by  a  compliance  with  the  law,  so  far  as  he  could 
or  was  permitted,  DeGroot  acquired  a  title  which  entitled  him  to 
the  possession  of  the  land  in  dispute,  as  against  all  persons  except 
the  General  Government.  It  is  argued,  however,  against  this  title 
that  the  survey  was  not  actually  made  by  the  County  Surveyor, 
but  by  persons  employed  by  him  and  acting  under*  his  directions. 
We  see  no  merit  in  this  proposition.  It  is  true,  the  County  Sur- 
veyor did  not  perform  the  manual  labor  of  making  the  survey  nor 
could  that  have  been  expected  of  him  by  the  Legislature.  It  was 
made  under  his  supervision  and  direction  and  he  gave  the  proper 
certificate  which  under  the  statute  constituted  the  title.    It  was  an 
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official  act  in  all  its  essential  features.  When  duties  of  this  kind 
are  required  to  be  performed  by  an  officer  it  is  not  expected  that 
the  labor  is  entirely  to  be  performed  by  him.  If  it  be  adopted  by 
the  officer  as  his  act,  and  certified  to  by  him  as  such,  the  law  is 
yirtaally  complied  with.  Another  objection  made  to  this  DeGroot 
claim  is  that  although  he  commenced  to  fence  the  land  within  the 
year,  yef  the  fence  which  he  commenced  to  build,  even  if  com- 
pleted, would  not  have  been  sufficient  to  give  him  actual  possession 
of  the  premises.  Counsel  seem  to  think  that  Black  and  Eastman 
and  the  Mineral  Rapids  Company  could  have  an  actual  possession, 
and  be  deemed  in  the  occupation  of  the  land  without  any  inclosure 
whatever,  or  eyen  marking  the  boundaries,  but  that  the  grantor  of 
the  plaintiff  could  not  secure  such  possession  even  by  complete 
inclosure.  We  can  hardly  think  that  counsel  rely  upon  this  point 
with  much  confidence  in  its  merit.  DeGroot  had  under  the  statute, 
one  full  year  after  the  survey  to  inclose  his  claim.  He  began  in 
good  faith  to  comply  with  its  requirements,  but  was  forcibly  pre- 
vented by  the  grantors  of  the  defendant.  It  cannot  be  presumed 
in  fiivor  of  those  who  by  violence  stopped  the  fencing,  that  it  would 
not  have  been  sufficient  to  answer  all  purposes.  The  presumption, 
if  any  can  be  indulged  in,  is  that  an  inclosure  in  all  respects  suffi- 
cient would  have  been  completed.  If  it  were  admitted  that  the 
fence,  as  it  was  being  built,  would  not  have  been  sufficient,  still  how 
is  it  to  be  known  that  if  DeGroot  had  not  been  interfered  with,  he 
would  not  before  the  expiration  of  the  year  have  made  it  complete, 
and  of  the  proper  height  ?  The  grantors  of  the  defendant  having 
ousted  DeGroot  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  him  fo 
make  an  inclosure,  cannot  now  be  allowed  to  derive  any  advantage 
from  his  failure  to  comply  with  the  law  in  this  respect ;  nor  is  the 
defendant  who  is  their  grantee  in  any  better  position.  The  law 
permits  no  persoi^  to  profit  by  his  own  wrong.  So  far  as  this  case 
is  concerned,  then,  the  DeGroot  title  must  be  considered  as  good  as 
if  he  had  inclosed  his  land  with  a  sufficient  fence  within  the  time 
limited  by  law.  {Alford  v.  Dewin,  1  Nev.  207.)  He  has  there- 
fore the  better  title,  and  as  the  plaintiff  claims  from  him  we  see  no 
reason  thus  far  why  he  should  not  recover. 

The  next  question  discussed  in  this  case  is  that  raised  upon 
the  Statute,  of  Limitations,  the  defendant  pleading  an  adverse 
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possession  in  itself  for  over  five  years.  Bat  we  are  satisfied  this 
defense  is  entirely  unavailing  to  the  defendant,  it  being  a  foreign 
corporation,  and  hence  not  entitled  to  plead  the  statute.  It  having 
no  existence  within  this  State,  and  the  Courts  not  having  complete 
jurisdiction  over  it,  is  brought  within  the  provisions  of  section 
twenty-one  of  the  statute,  which  declares :  ^^  If,  when  the  cause  of 
action  shall  accrue  against  a  person,  he  is  out  of  the  State,  the 
action  may  be  commenced  within  the  term  herein  limited,  after  his 
return  to  the  State ;  and  if  after  the  cause  of  action  shall  have  ac- 
crued he  depart  the  State,  the  time  of  his  absence  shall  not  be  part 
of  the  time  limited  for  the  commencement  of  the  action."  That 
foreign  corporations,  which  may  never  have  had  a  legal  existence 
within  the  State,  are  included  within  exceptions  or  statutes  of  this 
kind,  is  a  question  now  very  firmly  settled  by  the  authorities.  Thus, 
in  the  case  of  Olcott  v.  The  TSjoga  Railroad  Company ^  (20  New 
"York,  210)  the  Court  of  Appeals,  upon  a  very  thorough  consider- 
ation of  the  question,  and  full. examination  of  aiithorities,  came  to 
the  conclusion  that  ^  foreign  corporation  came  within  the  provisions 
of  a  statute  similar  to  ours,  and  hence  could  not  avail  itself  of  the 
bar  of  the  statute.  The  Court  concluded  the  discussion  of  the 
question  in  this  language,  every  word  of  which  is  pertinent  in  this 
case :  ^'  The  course  of  adjudications  established  by  these  cases 
authorizes  us,  I  think,  to  carry  out  the  obvious  intention  of  the 
Legislature  in 'the  statute  before  us.  We  can  see  no  motive  which 
it  could  have  had  for  discriminating  in  favor  of  a  foreign  corpo- 
ration, or  any  indication  of  an  intention  so  to  discriminate.  The 
language  of  the  exception  in  the  first  branch  of  section  twenty- 
seven  is  not  in  all  respects  congruous  to  the  case  of  a  corporation, 
but  there  is  an  incongruity  nearly  as  great  in  applying  the  phrase 
^  returning  into  this  State '  to  a  pek'son  who  had  never  resided 
here  ;  and  quite  as  great  in  accommodating  it  to  the  case  of  one 
who  had  died  abroad,  and  who  could  not  by  any  possibility  return. 
If  the  consequence  is  that  a  corporation  in  another  State  or  country 
.  cannot  enjoy  the  advantage  of  our  limitation,  the  same  is  true  of 
a  natural  person  domiciled  abroad,  and  where  circumstances  pre- 
vent his  coming  within  our  jarisdiction.  The  policy  of  our  law  is, 
that  no  persons,  natural  or  artificial,  who  are  thus  circumstanced, 
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can  impute  laches  to  their  creditors  or  those  clidming  to  have  rights 
'  of  action  against  them  in  not  prosecuting  them  in  the  foreign  juris- 
diction where  they  reside.  It  was  equitable  and  in  accordance 
with  the  policy  of  the  law  of  limitations,  that  when  the  reason  for 
excusing  the  creditor  from  the  use  of  diligence  should  cease  by  the 
debtor  coming  into  the  State,  the  obligation  to  use  diligence  should 
agun  attach.  In  engrafting  this  policy  upon  the  statute  the  Le^s- 
lature  made  use  of  general  words,  which,  though  adequate  to  de- 
scribe a  corporation,  did  not  contain  any  language  referring  specifi- 
cally to  a  debtor  who  could  not  by  its  Constitution  pass  from  one 
territorial  jurisdiction  to  another." 

It  is,  howQver,  argued  here,  that  even  if  section  twenty-one  does 
include  foreign  corporations,  its  provisions  have  application  only  to 
personal  actions,  that  the  section  has  no  reference  to  and  does  not 
app^  to  real  actions  accruing  within  this  State.  It  is  not  claimed, 
nor  indeed  can  it  be,  that  there  is  anything  in  the  language  of  the 
section  to  authorize  any  such  construction  or  limitation  of  its  pro- 
visions. The  language  employed  by  the  Legislature  is  as  broad 
and  comprehensive  with  respect  to  the  kind  of  actions  to  which  the 
section  shall  apply  as  need  be,  and  as  clearly  includes  real  actions 
as  personal.  If  it  were  the  intention  to  restrict  its  provisions  to 
personal  actions,  it  is  reasonable  to  presume  that  appropriate  lan- 
guage would  have  been  used  for  that  purpose.  The  Act  in  which 
the  section  is  found  fixes  the  time  for  commencing  all  kinds  of  actions, 
and  section  twenty-one  certainly  appears  to  make  an  exception  to 
the  entire  Act.  So  far  as  the  language  of  the  section  is  concerned 
there  is  no  more  reason  for  holding  that  it  applies  only  to  personal 
actions  than  that  it  applies  only  to  real  actions.  But  some  weight 
is  ^ven  to  the  position  of  the  section  in  the  Act  as  favoring  this 
proposition.  It  seems  to  us  its  position  rather  negatives  any  such 
•  conclusion.  It  is  placed  in  position  with  sections  that  are  unques- 
tionably general  in  their  character,  evidently  applying  to  all  kinds 
of  actions.  Thus,  section  twenty  declares,  when,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Act,  an  action  shall  be  deemed  commenced  so  as  to  tak^ 
it  out  of  the  statute,  and  unquestionably  applies  to  all  actions. 
Section  twenty-two  is  in  express  terms  made  applicable  to  personal 
actions,  and  then  section  twenty-three  is  evidentiy  a  general  sec- 
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tion,  providing  that  when  a  person  entitled  to  bring  an  action  dies 
before  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  the  commencement 
thereof,  the  cause  of  action  survives,  an  action  may  be  commenced 
by  his  representatives  after  the  expiration  of  that  time,  and  within 
one  year  from  the  death.  "*  The  section's  position  in  the  Act  cer- 
tainly does  not  seem  to  favor  the  proposition  of  counsel  for  appel- 
lant. , 

It  is  true,  in  all  cases  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  land, 
an  action  might  be  brought  against  the  agents  by  whom  the  posses- 
sion may  be  held  for  the  corporation.  Such  action,  however,  would 
be  unavailing  in  determining  the  title  or  claim  of  the  real  party  in 
interest.  But  even  if.it  were,  that  is  no  reason  why  the  Courts 
should  place  a  strained  and  unnatural  conclusion  upon  the  plsun 
language  of  the  Legislature.  The  real  claimant — the  foreign  cor- 
poration— is  not  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of 
this  State,  although  its  agents  may  be ;  and  this  is  the  real  reason 
why  it  has  been  deemed  proper  to  provide,  that  when  a  cause  of 
action  has  accrued  against  a  person,  the  time  of  his  absence  from 
the  State,  where  the  plaintiff  resides,  shall  not  be  computed  in  the 
period  of  limitation.  This  precise  question  was  raised  and  passed 
upon  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana,  in  the  case  of  Lagow  v. 
Neihon^  (10  Ind.  188)  the  Court  holding  that  a  section,  substan- 
tially like  section  twenty-one  of  our  Act,  included  real  as  well  as 
personal  actions.  "  It  is  contended,"  say  the  Court,  "  that  this 
section  was  intended  to  apply  to  personal  actions,  and  not  to  those 
for  the  recovery  of  real  property.  We  are  not  inclined  to  adopt 
that  construction.  As  contended,  the  concludmg  branch  of  the 
section  should  not  be  so  construed  as  to  allow  the  law  of  limitations 
of  a  sister  State  to  be  used  here  in  regard  to  actions  for  the  realty ; 
and  it  may  be  that  for  the  recovery  of  real  estate,  a  party  is  never 
prevented  from  bringing  his  suit  by  the  mere  residence  of  any 
claimant  or  owner — still,  these  conclusions  not  being  inconsistent 
with  the  very  explicit  language  used  in  the  first  branch  of  the 
enactment,  cannot  be  allowed  to  control  it.  The  phrase  '  shall  not 
be  competent  in  any  of  the  periods  of  limitation,'  evidently  refers 
to  all  the  periods  of  limitations  definitely  fixed  by  the  statute— 
hence,  there  seems  to  be  no  rogm  left  for  construction."     • 
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Chief  Justice  Boatty,  in  the  case  of  the  OhoUar-Potosi  Mining 
Co,  V.  Kennedy  and  Keating^  (3  Nev.  861)  took  a  different  view 
of  this  question ;  but  that  case  was  not  decided  upon  this  question, 
tile  Court  not  agreeing  with  the  learned  Judge  m  the  opinion 
entertained  by  him — ^so,  that  case  is  not  authority  except  so  far  as 
the  opinion  there  expressed  is  concerned^  which  b  certainly  entitled 
to  great  weight ;  but  we  are  compelled,  upon  a  careful  considera- 
tion of  the  question,  to  come  to  a  different  conclusion.  The  defend- 
ant could  not  therefore  avail  itself  of  the»statute. 

It  is  also  argued,  that  the  Court  below  erred  in  giving  certain 
instruclaons  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in  refusing  to  give 
others  asked  by  the  defendant.  The  second  instruction  given  by 
the  Court,  and  which  it  is  claimed  is  incorrect,  is  in  this  language : 
"  Under  the  laws  of  the  Territory  of  Utah,  in  force  during  the  year 
1860,  the  certificate  of  the  County  Surveyor,  of  his  survey  of  land 
to  the  person  for  whom  it  was  made,  describing  the  tract  surveyed 
arid  number  of  acres  contained,  was  the  title  of  possession  thereto 
to  the  person  or  persons  holding  the  same  for  the  period  of  one 
year,  withouts  making  any  improvements  upon  the  land ;  and  such 
right  and  title  continued  without  inclosing  or  fencing,  or  otherwise 
improving  the  same  as  against  any  and  all  persons  preventing  such 
fencing  and  their  grantees  and  successors  in  interest."  The  objec- 
tion urged  to  this  is,  that  no  exception  is  made  of  such  lands  as 
might  be  occupied  at  the  time  said  survey  was  made ;  that  the  title 
given  by  reason  of  such  survey  could  only  be  of  land  unoccupied 
at  the  time  it  was  made.  That  a  survey  could  give  no  title  as 
against  persons  in'  the  actual  possession,  when  made,  may  be  admit- 
ted ;  but  we  have  shown  that  neither  Black  or  Eastman,  nor  the 
Ifinerai  Rapids  Company,  were  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  land 
in  dispute  at  the  time  DeGroot  had  his  survey  made ;  that  it  was, 
in  fact,  yacant  land  \  the  failure  therefore  to  incorporate  an  excep- 
tion with  respect  to  occupied  land,  in  the  instruction,  could  not 
possibly  have  injured  the  defendant.  Hence,  the  giving  of  the 
instruction  was  not  an  injury  of  which  it  can  complain,  as  such 
instruction  could  not  have  misled  the  jury  to  its  prejudice.  How- 
ever, we  are  satisfied  that  the  first  instruction  given  was  incorrect ; 
but  it  id  also  perfectly  evident,  that  the  verdict  is  correct,  and  sup- 
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ported  by  the  undisputed  facts  of  the  case.  Had  it  been  against  the 
plaintiff,  it  would  have  been  clearly  contrary  to  the  evidence.  Such 
being  the  case,  it  should  not  be  disturbed. 

The  rule,  we  think,  is  well  settled,  that  a  verdict  which  is  un- 
doubtedly right  upon  the  evidence — that  is,  when  so  clearly  right 
that  if  it  were  the  other  way  it  would  be  considered  contrary  to 
the  evidence — ^should  not  be  set  aside  because  of  the  admission  of 
improper  evidence,  or  the  giving  of  incorrect  instructions.  (1  Grab. 
&;  Waterm.  on  New  Trials,  801 ;  2  Grab.  &  Waterm.  on  New 
Trials,  684 ;  Levetzky  v.  Coming^  33  Cal.  299 ;  Pico  v.  Stevens^ 
18  Cal.  376 ;  Fleeson  v.  Savage  Co,^  8  Nev.  1570    ' 

The  judgment  of  the  lower  Court  is  affirmed. 

On  petition  for  rehearing — By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

The  conclusion  reached  by  us  in  our  former  opinion  in  this  case 
was  the  result  of  very  careful  examination  of  a  very  voluminous 
record,  and  a  no  less  careful  examination  of  the  legal  principles 
announced.  We  are  perfectly  satisfied  that  the  conclusiod  thus 
obtained  is  correct,  upon  the  questions  made  by  coiAisel  and  dis* 
cussed  by  the  Court. 

Other  grounds,  however,  are  now  taken,  and  a  rehearing  is  asked 
principally  upon  points  not  made  on  the  original  argument,  nor  con- 
sidered by  the  Court ;  but  we  have  found  nothing  in  the  petition  to 
shake  our  convictions  as  to  the  correctness  of  our  former  opinion. 
As  we  consider  it  unnecessary  to  enter  into  a  full  discussion  of  all 
the  points  made  upon  the  petition,  we  will  content  ourselves  with 
briefly  stating  our  answers  to  each  point  as  made  by  the  appellant ; 
and,  first,  it  is  argued  that  the  Utah  statute,  which  authorized  the 
survey  of  unoccupied  public  lands,  and  declared  that  the  Surveyor's 
certificate  of  such  survey  should  ^  be  title  of  possession  to  the  per- 
son or  persons  holding  the  same,"  was  simply  remedial  in  its'nature, 
and  as  it  has  been  repealed  no  rights  can  be  claimed  under  it. 

To  this  it  is  only  necessary  to  say,  that  the  law  gave  to  the  cer- 
tificate, obtained  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  law,  the 
character  of  a  title  as  to  all  save  the  General  Government.  The 
law  having  been  complied  with,  and  the  title  obtained  under  it,  the 
repeal  of  the  law  cannot  destroy  the  title  so  acquired.     It  became 
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a  perfect  and  vested  right,  so  far  aa  the  law  and  DeGroot's  compU- 
ance  with  it  could  make  it  so  before  the  repeal. 

It  is  next  objected,  that  it  was  not  shown  that  the  County  Sur- 
yeyor  made  a  copy  or  diagram  of  the  survey,  and  transmitted  it  to 
the  Surveyor-General,  as  required  by  the  law  already  referred  to. 
The  Act,  it  is  true,  imposed  that  duty  upon  the  County  Surveyor, 
but  we  doubt  very  much  if  the  failure  on  the  part  of  that  officer  to 
discharge  it  would  deprive  the  holder  of  the  certificate  of  the  title 
of  possession  which  it  conferred  upon  him.  Whether  it  would  or 
not  that  point  is  not  available  here,  for  that  objection  was  not  made 
when  the  certifiqate  was  offered  in  evidence,  and  hence  should  not 
avail  the  appellant  in  this  Court,  because  it  may  be  very  well  said 
that  the  respondent  might  have  been  able  to  show  that  the  copy 
was  regularly  filed  with  the  Surveyor-General  had  the  objection 
been  made  at  the  proper  time.  An  objection  of  this  kind  which 
might  be  removed,  if  made  at  the  trial,  should  not  nor  do  the  Courts 
^ow  it  to  avail  the  complainmg  party  who  raises  it  for  the  first  time 
upon  appeal. 

Counsel  will  observe,  that  whatever  ipay  have  been  said  in  the 
case  of  Chrosetta  v.  ffuntj  with  respect  to  the  necessity  of  filing  a 
copy  of  the  survey  with  the  Surveyor-General,  was  not  the  decision 
of  this  Court,  as  a  majority  of  the  Judges  did  not  concur  in  what 
was  said  upon  that  point  It  is  also  objected  that  the  certificate 
was  not  filed  with  the  County  Recorder,  an  omission  .which  by  the 
law  itself  is  made  fatal  to  its  validity.  To  this  it  may  also  be 
answered,  the  certificate  was  not  objected  to  in  the  Court  below 
upon  that  ground.  But  we  find  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  it  was 
regularly  filed,  as  appears  by  the  indorsement  upon  it :  '^  Filed 
November  17th,  1860."     Signed  by  the  Recorder. 

True,  the  further  indorsement  is  made,  that  it  was  recorded,  on 
the  twenty-ninth  of  the  same  month.  This  recording  of  the  instru- 
ment, which  was  a  useless  act,  could  not  certainly  vitiate  the  filing 
which  was  made  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law, 
nor  yet  is  there  any  evidence  in  the  record  to  justify  the  conclusion 
of  counsel  that  the  instrument  was  simply  filed  for  record.  It  is 
not  so  stated  in  the  file  marks,  nor  is  there  any  other  proof  tend- 
ing in  that  direction.     We  cannot  presume  in  direct  opposition  to 
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the  indorsement  on  the  certificate  that  it  was  not  filed  as  the  law 
required. 

Again,  it  is  argued,  that  it  does  not  appear  the  certificate  was 
recorded  in  the  County  Surveyor's  office,  the  law  of  1856  seeming 
to  require  this  to  be  done  by  the  Surveyor.  But,  like  the  other 
objections  to  this'paper,  this  is  now  made  for  the  first  time.  Tet, 
there  is  another  answer  to  it.  The  same  section  which  requires 
such  record  declares  expressly  that  ^'  no  certificate  shall  be  valid 
unless  filed  in  the  Recorder's  office^  as  provided  for  in  this  Act."  It 
must  be  presumed  by  all  rules  of  construction  that  the  omission  to 
do  any  of  the  other  acts  imposed  by  the  section  would  not  render 
the  certificate  void.  To  expressly  make  it  invalid  if  one  of  several 
acts  required  to  be  done  was  omitted,  authorizes  the  presumption 
that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  invalidate  it  if 
any  of  the  others  were  neglected  to  be  performed. 

The  last  objection  to  the  certificate  is,  that  it  does  not  state  *''  to 
whom  it  was  ^ven."  This  is  also  a  new  point ;  still  we  find  that 
the  certificate  does  state  that  the  survey  was  made  for  DeGroot, 
which  is  a  sufficient  compliance,  if  indeed  a  compliance  with  the 
law  in  this  particular  were  at  all  necessary. 

Counsel  next  enter  into  a  discusdon  of  the  evidence  and  merits 
of  this  case,  and  the  instructions  given  and  refused.  These  were 
fully  considered  in  our  former  opinion,  and  we  ^nd  nothing  in  the 
petition  to  occasion  a  change  of  our  views.  It  is  possible  that  some 
minor  facts  were  misstated  in  that  opinion,  but  we  find  upon  a 
reexamination  that  all  the  material  points  of  evidence  were  correctly 
related.  It  is,  therefore,  deemedninnecessary  to  further  discuss  the 
fourth  point  of  the  petition  for  rehearing. 

Upon  the  proposition  that  the  defendant  acquired  a  right  to  the 
water  by  prescription,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  no  such  defense 
was  made  in  the  answer,  nor  in  any  way  suggested  upon  the  trial 
of  the  case. 

The  rehearing  is  denied. 

Johnson,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  the  foregoing  decisions. 
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JOHN  S.  PECK,  Respondent,  v.  JOHN  BROWN  et  als., 

ApPELIiANTS. 

CoRDWOOD  AND  TiMBiR  CuT  ON  PuBLic  Land.  Oordwood  and  other  timber  cut 
into  merchantable  form  before,  and  remaining  on  public  .land  at  the  date  of, 
the  i8;»uance  of  a  patent  is  personal  property,  and  does  not  pass  with  the  land 
to  the  patentee. 

Bbvotal  ov  Wood  Cut  on  Public  Land  bxfore  Patent.  Where  Peck,  being 
the  patentee  of  certain  public  land,  procured  an  injunction  to  restrain  Brown 
and  others  from  cutting  growing  trees,  and  also  from  removing  certain  cord- 
wood  and  other  timber  cut  before  the  issuance  of  the  patent  and  still  remain- 
ing on  the  land :  Held^  that  the  injunction  should  be  so  modified  as  to  allow 
the  cord  wood  and  cut  timber  to  be  removed. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Coart  of  the  Third  Judicial  District, 
Washoe  County. 

The  land  referred  to  in  the  opinion  was  the  northwest  quarter  of 
the  northeast  quarter,  and  the  northeast  quarter  of  the  northwest 
quarter  of  section  sixteen,  in  township  seventeen  north,  range,  nine- 
teen east,  in  Washoe  County.  The  wood  remidning  on  the  land, 
and  to  restrain  the  removal  of  which  the  injunction  was  granted, 
was  alleged  to  consist  of  one  hundred  cords,  worth  three  dollars  per 
cord. 

Robert  M,  Clarke^  for  Appellants. 

I.  The  Court  found  the  defendants  in  possession  of  the  land  and 
wood,  but  failed  and  refused  to  find  the  plaintiff  the  owner  of,  or 
entitled  to  the  possession  of,  the  wood.  The  decree  for  possession 
of  the  land  to  plidntiff,  therefore,  erred  in  enjoining  defendants  from 
removing  the  wood. 

finding  the  defendants  in  possession  at  the  time  of  suit,  and 
refusing  to  determine  them  the  owners,  or  otherwise,  the  Court 
orders  them  to  deliver  the  land  upon  which  the  wood  is  situated, 
denying  them  the  right  or  opportunity  to  remove  it,  and  thus  puts 
defendant  out  of,  and  the  plaintiff  into,  the  possession  of  the  wood. 

U.  The  defendants  having  been  in  possession  of  the  land  under 
claim  of  possessory  title,  and  whilst  so  in  possession  having  cut  the 
wood  from  trees  growing  upon  the  land,  are  the  owners  of  it,  and 


82  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.        [April, 


Peck  V.  Brown. 


entitled  to  the  possession  of  it  as  against  the  plaintiff,  who  acquired 
the  paramount  title  from  the  State  at  a  period  subsequent  to  the 
cutting. 

W,  L,  Knox  and  A.  C.  Mlisj  for  Respondent. 

I.  The  record  shows  no  error,  to  the  prejudice  of  defendants, 
and  the  J.  have  no  reason  to  complain.  (^ThompsQn  v.  Zyon,  14 
Cal.  42 ;  EtOmrn  y.  Ritchie,  2  Gal.  148 ;  Clayton  v.  Westy  2 
bal.  382 ;  Smith  v.  Brannony  13  Cal.  116.) 

In  the  absence  of  a  statement  of  the  testimony,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  Court  below  acted  upon  proper  evidence,  and  that 
the  judgment  is  right,  unless  errors  are  disclosed  by  the  pleadings, 
or  in  the  judgment  itself. 

n.  The  patent  is  conclusive  as  to  plaintiff's  title.  ^Boggs  y. 
M.  M.  Co.,  14  Cal.  362 ;  Yount  v.  HoweU,  14  Cal.  467 ;  Ely  v. 
FriBhie,  17  Cal.  260.) 

III.  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  timber  cut  by  trespassers  on  his 
land.  (JSxUredge  v.  Woods,  3  N.  H.  603 ;  Parsons  v.  Camp,  11 
Conn.  626;  Broum  v.  Ware,  12  Shepl.'411;  Sands  v.  Pfeiffevy 
10  Cal.  263 ;  HaUich  v.  Mixer,  16  Cal.  676 ;  BiUings  v.  iToH, 
7  Cal.  7.) 

IV.  The  remedy  by  injunction  was  the  proper  remedy,  and  the 
judgment  for  a  perpetual  injunction  is  right.     QSpeer  y.  Cictter,  5 

^   Barbour,  486 ;  Hicks  v.  Michael,  16  Cal.  116  ;  Hicks  v.  CompUnij 
18  Cal.  208 ;  Payne  ^  Dewey  v.  Treadwell,  16  Cal.  228.) 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J.  : 

The  decree  from  which  this  appeal  is  taken  was  rendered  in  an 
action  for  the  recovery  of  real  property ;  seeking  also  an  injunction 
to  prevent  the  cutting  of  standing  timber  upon  the  premises,  and 
the  removal  of  trees  already  cut  and  made  into  cordwood  or  other 
merchantable  form.  The  jdecree  granted  the  entire  relief  sought. 
This  appeal,  though  nominally  from  the  whole  thereof,  is  really  only 
from  such  portion  as  enjoins  the  removal  of  timber  cut,  as  aforesaid. 

It  is  true,  as  urged  by  respondent,  there  is  no  assignment  of 
errors,  or  proper  statement  in  the  transcript ;  what  is  offered  as  a 
statement,  lacks  its  vital  and  essential  ingredient ;  there  is  no  recital 
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of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  parties  rely  for  relief,  but  the 
judginent*roll  presents  all  that  is  necessary  for  the  decision  of  the 
point  urged  by  appellants.     The  District  Court  finds  that  they  were 
in  possession  at  the  date  of  suit,  and  had  so  been  for  some  time 
there  before,  and  had  then  cut  the  timber  aforesaid ;  that  respondent 
had  no  title  to  the  described  premises  until  the  tenth  day  of  July, 
1868,  when  he  acquired  a  patent  by  purchase  from  the  State ;  that 
the  *^  greater  part "  of  the  acts  of  appellants  were  done  prior  to . 
such  date.     What  acts  were  subsequently  done  is  not  found,  and 
as  no  subdivision  is  made,  the  case  stands  here  as  if  all  were  done 
before  that  time.     Unless  the  right  to  the  timber  cut  passed  to 
respondent  by  his  pateht,  he  had  none ;  and  it  could  only  pass  as 
of  a  fixture  on,  or  appurtenance  to,  the  realty ;  but  timber  felled  by 
act  of  man,  or  wood  cut,  is  personal  property.  Some  of  the  decided 
cases  go  a  great  length  in  passing  with  the  freehold  what  abstractly 
would  be  held  personalty ;  perhaps  none  has  further  extended  the 
rule,  or  its  application,  than  Farrar  v.  Stackpole^  (6  Maine  155) 
and  JSittridge  v.  Woods ^  (3  N.  H.  508).     In  the  first  of  these 
cases,  it  was  held  that  a  mill-chain,  dogs,  and  bars  in  their  appro- 
priate places  when  the  deed  was  made,  the  chain  attached  by  a 
hook  to  a  piece  of  draft  chain,  which  was  fastened  to  the  shaft  by 
a  spike,  passed  under  a  deed  conveying  a  saw  mill  with  the  priv- 
ileges and  appurtenances.    This  decision  was  based  upon  the  prin- 
ciple, ^'  that  certain  things,  personal  in  their  nature,  when  fitted 
and  prepared  to  be  used  with  real  estate,  change  their  character 
and  appertain  to  the  realty  as  an  incident  or  accessory  to  its  prin- 
cipal."    In  the  second  case  cited  under  the  same  rule,  it  was  held 
that  certain  heaps  of  manure  passed  by  deed  for  the  land,  as 
appurtenant,  being  intended  to  be  used  upon  it,  and  for  its  benefit. 
In  the  present  case  the  timber  and  wood  were  cut  expressly  to 
be  taken  from  the  premises,  and  the  ride  of  decision  quoted  has 
DO  application.      ( Walker  v.  Sherman^  2  Wend.  638  ;  Cook  v. 
Whitney,  16  Dl.  481 ;  Wincher  v.  Shemhury,  2  Scam.  R.  283.) 
This  last  case  is  precisely  in  point  upon  the  facts,  so  far  as 
respondent's  claim  is  concerned.     Shembury  had  obtained  a  certifi- 
cate of  purchase  to  certain  government  land,  upon  which  prior  to 
its  date,  Wincher  bad  cut  certain  rails  and  sawed  timber. 
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After  acquiring  his  certificate,  S.  prohibited  W.  from  removing 
the  rails  or  timber,  and  took  them  away  hunself.  W.  brought  ac- 
tion to  recover  the  value,  and  the  Court  held  that  he  could  main- 
tain the  same  as  against  Shemburj,  saying :  ''  A  certificate  of  pur- 
chase  or  patent  vests  in  the  patentee  a  title  to  the  land,  and  gen- 
erally all  that  is  growing  on,  or  is. in  the  contemplation  of  law  at- 
tached to  the  land — as  houses,  fences,  growing  timber,  grains,  etc.; 
and  it  is  said  fallen  timber  passes  with  the  land.  But  that  which 
has  been  severed  from  the  land,  and  by  the  art  and  labor  of  man 
converted  into  personal  property,  such  as  implements  of  husbandry, 
barrels,  furniture,  or  even  rails  when  not  put  into  a  fence,  or  evi- 
dently intended  to  be  so  used  upon  the  land,  (which  could  not  be 
inferred  if  made  by  a  striEtnger)  do  not  pass  with  it,  any  more  than 
the  grain,  grass,  or  fruit  which  has  grown  upon,  and  been  gathered 
from  it."  Respondent  l^iving  then  no  title  to  the  timber  and  wood 
cut,  had  no  right  to  an  injunction  to  restrain  appellants  from  re- 
moving the  same.  (Whether  under  any  state  of  facts  such  relief 
would  be  proper  is  not  here  decided.)  The  District  Court  erred 
in  granting  such  relief;  the  decree,  correct  in  other  respects,  must 
be  modified  in  this,  and  the  cause  is  remanded,  with  direction  to 
strike  from  the  decree  all  th^t  portion  restraining  appellants  from 
removing  the  timber  or  wood  cut  prior  to  the  tenth  day  of  July, 
A.D.  1868. 

Johnson,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  the  foregoing  decision. 


MICHAEL  HILGER,  Appellant,  v.  THOMAS  J.  EDWARDS, 

Respondent. 

CoMTiucT  TO  Cut  Cordwood — Right  of  Property.  Hilger,  having  purchased 
certain  standing  timber,  contracted  with  Gibbons  to  cut  it  into  cordwood  and 
deliver  it  at  a  certain  place  by  a  certain  time,  for  which  Hilger  was  to  pay  a 
certain  price  per  cord,  three-fourths  of  the  payment  thereof  as  fast  as  deliver- 
ed, and  the  balance  when  all  delivered ;  it  being  also  agreed  that  if  payment 
was  not  made  on  deUvery,  or  within  ten  days  afterwards.  Gibbons  was  to  be 
the  owner  of  the  wood ;  and,  further,  that  he  shohld  have  a  lien  upon  it  for 
his  pay.  After  Gibbons  had  cut  the  wood  it  was  attached  as  his  property,  and 
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none  of  it  was  delivered  as  stipulated  in  the  contract :  Meld^  that  wood  could 
not  be  held  on  attachment  against  Gibbons  as  his  property. 

Forfeiture  of  Rights  and  Lien  vndisr  Ck)NTRAcr  bt  Noncompliance.  Where 
a  person  contracted  to  cut  down  the  timber  of  another,  and  deliver  the  same 
bj  a  certain  time  at  a  certain  place,  for  a  certain  price  to  be  then  paid,  and 
was  to  have  a  lien  upon  the  wood  for  the  stipulated  payments,  and  he  failed 
to  deliver  by  the  time  specified,  though  as  he  cut  the  wood,  all  his  labor  was 
worth :  Helti,  that  he  had  forfeited  all  right  under  the  contract,  and  had  no 
right  of  lien. 

Right  of  Present  Possession  to  Maintain  Replevin.  In  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  specific  personal  property,  it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  he  is  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession. 

Excuses  for  Nonperformance  of  Contract.  Where  a  person  contracted  to  deliver 
certain  personal  property  by  a  specified  time,  and  was  prevented  by  its  seizure 
under  an  attachment  issued  against  him  by  a  third  person :  Held^  that  legal 
diflSculties  of  that  kind  constituted  no  excuse  for  a  violation  of  his  obligations 
under  the  contract.. 

Appeal  from  the  Dbtrict  Court  of  the  Second  Judicial  District, 
Ormsby  County. 

This  was  an  action  of  replevin  for  the  cordwood  referred  to  in 
the  opinion.  Upon  giving  the  proper  undertaking,  and  due  appoint- 
ment of  an  Elisor,  the  property  was  taken  out  of  the  possession  of 
the  defendant  and  delivered  over  to  the  plaintiff.  .  The  writ  of 
attachment  against  Spencer  Gibbons,  under  which  the  defendant  as 
Sheriff  jqstified,  was  issued  in  a  suit  brought  against  him  in  the 
District  Court,  for  the  recovery  of  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars, 
by  John  E.  Cheney.  The  judgment  in  favor  of  defendant,  from 
which  and  the  order  overruling  plaintiff's  motion  for  new  trial  this 
appeal  was  taken,  was  for  the  return  of  the  property,  and  in  default 
thereof,  for  the  sum  of  fourteen  hundred  dollars. 

A.  C.  JEllisj  for  Appellant. 
[No  brief  on  file.] 

JR.  M.  'Clarke^  for  Respondent. 

I.  To  recover  in  this  action,  pl^ntiff  must  establish  in  himself 
either  general  or  special  property,  and  right  of  immediate  posses- 
sion ;  and  unless  the  action  could  be  maintained  against  Gibbons  it 
cannot  be  against  Eclwards. 

n.    The  growing  timber  was  part  of  the  realty,  and  as  such  the 
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property  of  Osterday ;  Gibbons  severed  it,  changed  it  from  real  to 
personal  property,  and  reduced  it  to  his  own  possession,  which 
possession  he  held  at  the  time  of  the  attachment.  Hilger  never 
possessed  it. 

III.  The  wood  was  to  be  delivered  at  Harrup  &  Chamberlain's 
flume  by  November  15th,  and  to  Hilger  by  December  Ist,  1868. 
The  attachment  having  been  levied  on  November  11th,  the  per- 
formance of  this  condition  was  made  impossible  by  the  act  of  the 
law  and  excuses  of  Gibbons. 

lY.  Gibbons  was  to  hold  the  wood  until  payment  made,  and 
payment  was  not  to  be  fully  made  until  December  1st,  1868.  This 
action  was  brought  November  16th,  1868,  without  payment  or  ten- 
der of  price  for  cutting ;  and  as  without  such  payment  or  tender 
there  could  be  no  right  of  possession  in  plaintiff  he  must  fail  in  the 
action. 

y.  The  contract  contains  no  terms  of  forfeiture  against  Gib- 
bons. A  proceeding  by  Hilger  against  him  to  recover  possession 
&f  the  wood  must  have  proceeded,  if  at  all,  upon  the  theory  that 
the  contract  was  broken,  and  therefore  a  nullity ;  for  Hilger  could 
not  have  enforced  it  as  to  his  side  and  disregard  it  as  to  Gibbons. 
He  could  not  have  taken  the  wood  without  paying  for  it. 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

Upon  a  writ  of  attachment  issued  from  the  District  Court  of  the 
Second  District,  against  one  Spencer  Gibbons,  on  the  eleventh  day 
of  November,  a.d.  1868,  the  defendant,  who  was  then  the  Sheriff 
of  the  County  of  Ormsby,  seized  and  took  into  his  possession  about 
six  hundred  cords  of  cordwood,  which  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action.  The  main  issue  in  the 
case  is  upon  the  title  and  the  right  to  possession  of  the  wood,  the 
defendant  contending  that  the  right  of  possession  is  in  Gibbons, 
whilst  the  plaintiff  claims  that  he  is  the  owner  and  entitled  to  its 
possession.  The  facts  out  of  which  this  conflict  of  right  arises  may 
be  thus  briefly  stated :  Hilger,  on  the  sixth,  day  of  March,  a.d. 
1868,  purchased  of  one  Henry  Osterday  all  the  standing  timber  on 
a  certain  tract  of  land  in  the  County  of  Ormsby,  at  a  stipulated 
sum  per  cord.    A  few  months  afterwards  he  entered  into  an  agree- 
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ment  with  Spencer  Gibbons,  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  suit, 
whereby  it  was  agreed  between  them  that  Gibbons  should  '^  cut  and 
deliver  to  the  party  of  the  second  part  (Hilger)  six  hundred  cords 
of  good  merchantable  cordwood,  or  all  the  wood  that  the  timber 
now  standing,  or  being  on  what  is  known  as  ^'  Dutch  Henry's  tim- 
ber ranch,  will  make.  *  *  ♦  Said  wood  to  be  corded  and  de- 
livered  at  or  near  the  mouth  or  lower  end  of  what  is  known  as  Har- 
mpps'  and  Chamberlain's  Flume.  *  *  *  All  of  said  wood  to 
be  delivered  as  aforesaid  on  or  before  the  fifteenth  day  of  Novem- 
ber, A.D.  1868.  The  party  of  the  second  part  agrees  to  procure, 
furnish,  and  pay  for  all  the  timber  upon  said  ranch ;  and  further, 
to  pay  to  the  party  of  the  first  part  the  sum  of  three  dollars  and 
sbcty-two  and  one-half  cents  per  cord  in  coin  for  all  the  said  wood 
corded  and  delivered  as  aforesaid,  except  one  hundred  cords,  for 
which  he  agrees  to  pay  three  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents  in  coin 
per  cord,  payment  to  be  made  as  follows :  Three-fourths  of  the 
amount  of  the  value  of  the  wood  to  be  paid  as  fast  as  delivered  as 
aforesaid,  and  all  to  be  paid  as  soon  as  this  agreement  is  fully  com- 
plied with  and  all  the  wood  delivered  as  aforesaid.  And  it  is  fur- 
ther understood  by  and  between  the  parties,  that  in  case  the  party 
of  the  second  part  fails  or  neglects  to  make  the  payments  as  afore- 
said, or  within  ten  days  thereafter,  the  said  party  of  the  first  part 
is  to  be  the  owner  of  all  the  wood  corded  and  delivered  as  afore- 
said ;  and  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  is  to  have  a  lien  upon  all 
the  wood  corded  and  delivered  until  he  is  fully  paid  for  delivering 
the  same."  Then  follows  this  clause :  ^^  It  is  understood  the  pay- 
ment as  above  stated  is  not  to  be  made  until  the  seventh  day  of 
November,  a.d.  1868,  when  three-fourths  of  the  wood  then  corded 
and  delivered  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid  for,  and  ail  to  be  paid 
when  all  shall  be  delivered ;  that  is,  on  the  first  day  of  December 

next." 

Whatever  right  or  claim  Gibbons  had  to  this  wood,  if  he  had 
any,  was  acquired  under  this  agreement.  And  it  is  quite  cert«uin 
that  the  only  right  which  he  had  at  the  time  it  was  seized  upon  the 
attachment  against  him  was  a  mere^  lien,  or  fright  to  retain  the  pos- 
session as  security  for  the  performance  of  the  contract  by  Hilger.  ) 
It  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  defendant  that  Gibbons  was  the  ab- 
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solute  owner  of  the  wood  cut  by  him.     There  are  certainly  no 
words  of  sale  in  this  agreement ;  'nor  is  there  anything  in  it  indi- 
cating an  intention  to  transfer  the  ownership  from  Hilger,  but  on 
the  contrary  we  find  stipulations  in  it  utterly  inconsistent  with  the 
ownership  being  in  Gibbons.     Thus  it  is  provided*  that  he  shall 
have  a  lien  upon  the  wood  until  the  payment  of  the  stipulated  pay- 
ments by  Hilger.     It  is  hardly  to  be  presumed  that  he  would  have 
claimed  a  lien  upon  his  own  property.     Again,  it  is  provided  that 
he  shall  be  the  owner  of  the  wood,  if  the  price  were  not  paid  by 
Hilger  within  ten  days  after  its  delivery.     Why  such  provision  if 
Gibbons  were  the  owner  before  such  failure  ?     Indeed,  there  is  not 
a  word  in  this  entire  instrument  indicating  an  intention  to  transfer 
the  title  to  the  wood  to  Gibbons,  until  the  failure  by  Hilger  to  make 
the  payments  according  to  agreement.     At  the  time  the  wood  was 
seized  none  of  it  had  been  delivered,  hence  there  could  have  been 
no  forfeiture  of  Hilger's  title.     He  was  then  at  that  time  the  owner 
of  the  property,  and  Gibbons  could  have  had  no  right  except  that 
of  a  lien  upon  it,  in  accordance  with  the  agreement.     If  the  agree- 
ment were  in  force  at  the  time  this  action  was  brought,  that  is,  if 
Hilger  were  bound  by  it,  and  the  lien  continued,  the  right  of  pos- 
session would  in  that  case  be  in  Gibbons,  and  it  is  possible  this 
action  could  not  be  maintained,  as  it  is  necessary  that  the  plaintiff, 
in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  personal  property,  show  that  he  is 
entitled  to  the   immediate  possession.     But  it  is  proven  in  this 
case  that  Gibbons  had  failed  to  comply  with  his  contract,  he  not 
having  delivered  any  of  the  wood  on  the  sixteenth  of  November 
when  this  action  was  brought ;  whereas,  it  was  made  his  duty  to 
deliver  the  whole  of  it  on  the  fifteenth.     Here  was  a  breach  of  the 
agreement  on  Gibbons'  part,  and  Hilger  had  the  right  to  abandon 
it  entirely.     Under  a  contract  so  broken  Gibbons  could  at  best 
have  no  right,  except  that  of  a  claim  for  a  reasonable  compen- 
sation for  the  work  done  by  him.     He  could  not  claim  the  right  to 
deliver  the  wood  after  the  day  specified  in  the  contract,  except  by 
the  consent  of  Hilger  and  a  waiver  of  the  breach. .   By  the  failure 
to  deliver  the  wood  on  the  fifteenth  Gibbons  forfeited  all  rights 
under  the  contract ;  and  as  he  had  been  paid  the  full  value  of  the 
work  done  by  him  prior  to  that  time,  he  could  claim  no  lien  upon 
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the  wood.  He  could  not  hold  possession  of  what  had  been  cut  in 
expectation  of  the  future  fulfillment  of  his  contract,  for  he  had 
violated  it ;  nor  for  work  already  done,  because  for  that  he  had 
been  fully  paid,  Hilger  testifying  that  he  had  paid  its  full  value. 

It  is  argued,however,  that  by  the  latter  clause  of  the  agreement 
Gibbons  had  until  the  first  day  of  December  to  deliver  the  wood 
to  Hilger.  We  do  not  so  interpret  the  instrument ;  at  least  it  is 
clear  all  the  wood  was  to  be  delivered  at  the  end  of  the  Chamber- 
lain flume  by  the  fifteenth  of  November,  and  as  it  is  conceded  that 
was  not  done,  the  contract  in  that  particular  was  therefore  violated. 
But  taking  the  whole  agreement  together,  we  are  satisfied  that  the 
wood  was  to  be  delivered  to  Hilger  on  the  fifteenth  of  November, 
and  the  last  clause  was  not  intended  to  extend  that  time  but  only 
extend  the  time  of  the  final  payment  to  be  made  by  Hilger.  How- 
ever, as  the  wood  was  not  delivered  at  the  flume  at  the  specified 
time,  there  was  a  breach  of  the  contract,  and  Hilger  had  the  right 
to  abandon  it,  and  Gibbons  could  claim  no  further  rights  under  it. 
Had  this  action  been  brought  against  Gibbons  he  could  not  avail 
himself  of  the  right  to  hold  the  wood  under  an  agreement  which 
he  had  not  fulfilled  on  his  part;  and  it  is  conceded  that  the  defepd- 
ant  stands  in  no  better  position  than  Gibbons  would  were  he  the 
defendant.  The  seizure  of  the  wood  upon  the  attachment  on  the 
eleventh  day  of  November,  can  certainly  constitute  no,  valid  excuse 
for  the  failure  to  deliver  it  in  accordance  with  the  contract.  Gib- 
bons, it  is. true,  may  thereby  have  been  prevented  from  fulfilling 
his  agreement  in  that  respect^  but  that  should  not  be  allowed  to 
afiect  the  plaintiflF's  rights.  We  know  of  no  rule  of  law  which 
makes  legal  difiiculties  of  this  kind  an  excuse  for  a  violation  of 
obligations  to  others.  We  conclude,  then,  that  Hilger  is  the  owner 
of  the  wood,  and  as  Gibbons  had  failed  to  fulfill  his  agreement,  he 
forfeited  all  rights  under  it ;  and  as  he  has  received  full  payment 
for  what  wood  has  been  tut  by  him,  he  can  have  no  lien  or  claim 
upon  it ;  and  the  defendant  claiming  from  him  has  no  better  right. 
Hilger  is  therefore  entitled  to  the  possession.  w  ^ 

Judgment  reversed  and  cause  remanded. 

4 

JoHXSON,  J.,  did  not  participite  in  the  foregoing  decision. 
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JOHN  LITTLE,  Respondent,  v.  J.  C.  CUERIE,  Appellant. 

No  Presumption  in  payor  of  Jurisdiction  of  Justices  of  the  Peace.  Nothing 
can  be  presumed  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Justice  of  the  Peace,  but 
each  step  towards  its  acquirement  must  be  affirmatively  shown. 

Affidavit  fob  Publication  of  Summons.  To  obtain  a  leg^  service  by  publica- 
tion of  a  summons  against  a  non-resident,  it  must  appear  by  affidavit,  not  only 
that  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident,  but  also  that  a  cause  of  action  exists 
against  him ;  and  a  judgment  procured  in  such  a  case  before  a  Justice  of  the 
Peace,  when  the  latter  fact  does  not  appear  by  affidavit,  is  void. 

Order  for  Pudlication  of  Summons.  An  order  for  publication  of  summons, 
which  fails  to  state  any  fact  upon  which  it  is  founded,  is  fatally  defective. 

Order  for  Publication  before  Issuance  of  .Summons  Premature.  Where  an 
order,  made  by  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  upon  the  filing  of  an  affidavit  for  pub- 
lication of  summons,  directed  that  *'  summons  be  issued  in  this  case  as  above 
entitled  and  be  published,  etc.^* :  Beldy  that  the  direction  for  a  summons  to 
issue  was  not  the  office  of  such  an  order,  and  that  if  the  a}immons  did  not 
already  exist  the  order  was  premature. 

Statutory  Provisions  for  other  than  Personal  Service.  Statutory  provisions 
for  acquiring  jurisdiction  over  a  defendant  by  any  other  than  personal  service 
must  be  strictly  pursued. 

Judgment  Void  for  want  of  Jurisdiction.  A  judgment  by  a  Justice  of  the 
Peace  against  a  non-resident,  where  the  affidavit  or  ord^r  of  publication  is 
insufficient  and  there  is  no  personal  service  nor  any  appearance,  is  absolutely 
void. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  First  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  for  a  lot  of  land  in  Virginia 
City.     The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

M.  H.  Taylor,  for  Appellant. 

jP.  TT.  Cohy  for  Respondent,  on  the  point  that  the  affidavit  for 
publication  of  summons  was  insufficient,  cited  Ricketson  v.  Richard- 
son,  (26  Cal.  149) ;  Forbes  v.  O/de,  (31  Cal.  842)  and  FoUard 
V.  Wegener,  (10  Wis.  674) ;'  and  on  the  point  that  an  order  of 
publication  made  in  advance  of  the  issuance  of  summons  was  a 
nullity,  he  cited  Feople  v.  Huber,  (20  Cal.  81).' 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

Upon  the  trial  of  this  cause,  (an  action  for  the  recovery  of  real 


1869.]        .  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  91 


little  9.  Gurrie. 


property)  in  the  District  Court,  the  defense  was  based  upon  a 
claim  of  title  under  execution  and  sale  against  respondent,  which 
were  had  upon  judgments  ordered  in  a  Justice's  Court,  in  the  cases 
of  Pinkerton  v.  Little  and  Cornwall  v.  Little.  The-  proceedings 
were  the  same  in  each  case.  The  District  Judge,  against  the  ob- 
jection of  respondent,  admitted  in  evidence  the  Justice's  docket 
and  accompanying  papers,  reserving  his  decision  as  to  their  validity 
and  effect.  Subsequently  he  decided  that  the  Justice  acquired  .no 
jurisdiction  and  that  his  actions  were  void.  Judgment  was  given 
for  respondent,  from  which  and  an  order  refusing  a  new  trial,  this 
appeal  is  taken,  presenting  the  single  question  of  error  in  the  de- 
cision aforeaaid. 

By  affidavit,  order,  and  publication  of  summons,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Statutes  of  1866,  it  was  attempted  to  obtain  service 
upon  Little.   *  The  affidavit  is  as  follows : 

"  State  op  Nevada,  I 

County  of  Storey,  Virginia  Township  No.  2.  ) 

"A.  Cornwall 

John  Little. 

"  Now  comes  plaintiff,  A.  Cornwall,  and  after  being  duly  sworn, 
deposes  and  says:  That  he  is  the  above  named  plaintiff;  that  he 
commenced  the  above  entitled  action  on  the  fifth  day  of  June,  a.d. 
1866,  in  the  above  named  Court,  to  recover  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
and  thirty  dollars.  That  he  has  a  good  cause  of  action  against 
said  defendant  John  Little,  and  that  no  part  of  the  said  sum  of  one 
hundred  ana  thirty  dollars  has  been  paid.  That  said  defendant, 
John  Little,  resides  outside  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  to  wit,  in 
Meadow  Lake  City,  Nevada  County,  State  of  California."     *     * 

Upon  the  question  of  jurisdiction  in  the  Courts  of  Justices  of  the 
Peace,  nothing  can  be  presumed  in  their  favor ;  each  step  toward 
its  acquirement  must  be  affirmatively  shown.  To  warrant  an  order 
for  the  publication  of  a  summons,  one  of  certain  facts  must  exist, 
either  that  '*  the  person  upon  whom  the  service  is  to  be  made  re- 
ndes  out  of  the  State,  or  has  departed  from  the  State,  or  cannot, 
after  due  diligence,  be  found  within  the  State,  or  conceals  himself 
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to  avoid  the  service  of  summons  " ;  and  such  fact  must  '<  appear 
by  affidavit  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Justice/'  conjoined  with  the 
fact  that  ^'  a  cause  of  action  exists  against  the  defendant."  The 
affidavit  in  this  case  is  sufficient  on  the  one  point,  but  not  on  the 
other ;  it  states  the  fact  of  non-residence  clearly,  as  it  shows  affirm- 
atively the  actual  residence  of  Little  in  the  State  of  California ; 
but  it  states  no  fact  from  which  it  appears  that  a  cause  of  action 
exists  against  him ;  it  draws  a  legal  conclusion,  offering  nothing 
from  which  the  mind  of  the  Justice  could  be  informed,  or  upon 
which  he  could  base  a  decision.  Such  a  statement  has  been  uni- 
formly held  bad.  QRickeUon  v.  Richardson^  26  Cal.  153  ;  Forbes 
V.  Hyde,  31  Cal.  353.) 

Upon  this  affidavit  an  order  was  issued  reading  thus :  "  Upon 
reading  the  foregoing  affidavit,  and  good  reasons  appearing  to  me 
for  so  doing,  it  is  ordered  that  summons  be  issued  in  the  case  as 
above  entitled,  and  be  published."  *  *  This  order  fails  to  state 
any  fact  upon  which  it  is  founded ;  such  failure  has  been  held  fatal. 
QRicketson  v.  Richardson,  26  Cal.  149.)  It  also  directs  a  sum- 
mons to  issue.  This  is  not  its  office ;  the  order  should  be  that 
"  service  be  made  by  the  publication  of  the  summons."  Suit  is 
comiiienced  before  the  Justice  by  the  "  filing  a  copy  of  the  note, 
etc.,  and  the  issuance  of  a  summons  thereon."  The  order  is  a 
direction  of  extraordinary  manner  of  service,  and  presupposes  the 
existence  of  a  summons ;  otherwise  it  is  premature.  (^People  v. 
ffuber,  20  Cal.  81.) 

Further  objections  are  made  to  the  summons,  to  time  of  entering 
judgment,  etc.,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  this  investigation. 
Statutory  provisions  for  acquiring  jurisdiction  by  any  other  than 
personal  service  must  be  strictly  pursued.  (Jordan  et  ah  v.  Gib- 
lin  et  ah,  12  Cal.  100 ;  BayUy  v.  Freeman,  30  Cal.  610 ;  Forbes 
V.  Hyde,  31  Cal.  342 ;  People  v.  Huber,  20  Cal.  81 ;  Pollard  v. 
Wegener,  13  Wis.  574 ;  Paul  et  al,  v.  Armstrong,  1  Nev.  82.) 
.Such  course  was  not  followed,  but  seems  to  have  been  studiously 
avoided  in  the  actions  of  Pinkerton  and  Cornwall  against  Little. 

No  foundation  for  jurisdiction  having  been  laid,  none  was  ob- 
tained, and  any  and  all  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  affidavit  and 
order  recited  were  absolutely  void ;  no  valid  judgpaent  could  have 
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been  rendered  except  ujpon  the  personal  appearance  or  submission 
of  Little.  The  record  shows  that  he  never  appeared,  nor  in  any 
manner  submitted  himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

The  order  and  judgment  of  the  District  Court  are  correct,  and 
are  affirmed. 


Z.    B.    TINKUM    et   al,   Respondents,   v.    WILLIAM   T. 

O'NEALE,  Appellant. 

«  

Joint  Debtor  Defendant  Declared  a  Bankrupt — Continuance.  Where,  in  a 
gait  against  partners  on  a  joint  claim  against  them,  it  appeared  that  one  had 
been  declared  a  bankrupt,  but  had  not  yet  received  his  discharge,  and  the  case 
was  continued  as  to  him :  ITeldy  on  a  motion  for  a  continuance  as  to  the  other 
partner,  ^that  the  trial  could  not  proceed  against  him  until  a  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt  proceedings  of  his  copartner. 

Partnership  Contracts  Joint.  Partnership  obligations  are  joint  in  their  na- 
ture at  least  to  the  extent  that  one  partner  may  always  take  advantage  of  the 
non-joinder  of  his  copartner  in  an  action  on  a  partnership  contract. 

Judgment  Against  one  Partner  bars  Action  against  his  Copartner.  A 
judgment  against  one  partner  upon  a  partnership  contract  merges  the  debt 
and  constitutes  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  for  the  same  breach  against  his 
copartners. 

Action  Against  Partner  where  Copartner  discharged  in  Bankruptcy.  Where 
one  of  two  partners  is  discharged  in  bankruptcy,  the  other  may  be  proceeded 
against  alone. 

Suspension  op  Legal  Proceedings  by  Bankruptcy.  The  suspension  of  legal 
proceedings  against  a  person  declared  a  bankrupt,  as  provide^  for  by  the 
United  States  bankrupt  law,  does  not  affect  or  modify  his  obligations,  but  only 
temporarily  suspends  the  remedy  for  their  enforcement. 

Construction  of  Section  Thirty-two  of  Practice  Act.  Section  thirty-two 
of  the  Practice  Act  does  not  provide  a  rule-  for  the  disposition  of  actions 
agamst  several  joint  debtors,  where  all  have  been  served  and  appeared,  and 
the  proceedings  against  one  are  suspended  by  bankruptcy. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Eighth  Judicial  DiBtrict, 
Esmeralda  County. 

This  was  an  action  commenced  January  25th,  1868,  by  Z.  B. 
Tinkum  and  Sidney  Huntoon,  partners  doing  business  under  the 
name  and  style  of  Tinkum  &  Huntoon,  against  John  T>.  Winters 
and  William  T.  O'Neale,  partners,  doing  business  under  the  name 
and  style  of  Winters  &  O'Neale,  to  recover  the  sum  of  one  thou- 
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sand  fQur  hundred  dollars  for  lumber  sold  and  delivered.  An 
amended  complaint  was  filed  March  21st,  1868.  On  the  twenty- 
seventh  of  the  same  month  Winters  answered,  setting  up  that  he 
had  been,  on  Mttrch  2d,  on  his  own  petition,  duly  declared  a  bank- 
rupt by  the  United  States  District  Court,  and  on  his  motion  all  the 
proceedings  in  this  action  were  stayed  as  against  him  until  the  de- 
termination of  the  bankruptcy  proceedings  then  pending.  On 
April  4th,  O'Neale  answered,  and  asked  for  a  stay  of  proceed- 
ings until  the  question  of  final  discharge  in  bankruptcy  of  his  co- 
partner should  be  adjudicated.  This  the  Court  below  refused  to 
do,  and  the  case  proceeded  to  trial,  and  resulted  in  a  judgiHent 
against  O'Neale  for  the  sum  demanded  in  the  complaint.  From 
the  judgment  so  rendered  agidnst  O'Neale  this  appeal  was  taken. 

Mmck  ^  Sedeyy  for  Appellant. 

The  obligation  alleged  in  the  complaint  against  the  defendants  is 
in  its  nature  joint,  being  simply  a  copartnership  liability.  (^Magan 
V.  Eldred,  6  Wallace,  234.) 

On  such  a  contract  judgment  cannot  be  entered  against  one  only 
of  the  joint  obligors,  while  objecting  that  the  proceeding  must  in- 
clude all.  (^Steams  v.  Aguirre^  6  Cal.  176 ;  Steams  v.  AguirrCj 
7  Cal.  448.) 

W.  M,  Seawelly  for  Respondents. 

The  defendant  Winters  became  a  bankrupt  on  March  2d9  lS68. 
The  provisions  of  the  U.  S.  Bankrupt  Act  made  him  a  bankrupt 
on  March  2d,  1868,  the  time  at  which  he  was  adjudged  to  be  such 
by  the  U.  S.  District  Court.  (U.  S.  Bankrupt  Act,  Sec.  11.) 
Being  such  bankrupt  on  March  2d,  1868,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
rendition  of  judgment  against  the  defendant  O'Neale,  such  bank- 
ruptcy of  Winters  constituted  no  bar  to  the  recovery  of  such  judg- 
ment.   (Lewis  V.  Clarktrij  18  Cal.  401.) 

The  judgment  against  the  defendant  O'Neale  is  also  supported 
by  the  statutes  of  this  State.  (Stats.  1861,  338,  Sees.  145, 146.) 
Nor  was  he  prejudiced  by  the  action  of  the  Court  in  rendering 
judgment  against  him.  He  admits  being  liable  for  the  debt  sued 
for,  with  his  codefendant  Winters.     Under  the  proceedings  in 
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bankraptcj  he  could  prove  against  the  estate  of  Winters  for  the 
proportion  of  the  debt  due  by  the  bankrupt,  and  could  recover  from 
such  estate  such  proportion,  if  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt  were  suf- 
ficient.    (U.  S.  Bankrupt  Act,  Sec.  19.) 

The  action  of  the  Court,  therefore,  in  staying  the  proceedings 
against  the  defendant  Winters  should  not  be  construed  to  the  prej- 
udice of  the  plaintifis  in  delaying  them  from  obtaining  judgment 
against  the  defendant  O'Neale. 

Again,  as  the  final  discharge  of  the  bankrupt  cannot  release  or 
affect  his  cocontractor,  (U.  S.  Bankrupt  Act,  Sec.  33)  so  neither 
can  the  application  for  such  discharge  release  or  affect  temporarily 
or  otherwise  such  cocontractor.     (1  Parsons  on  Contracts,  29.) 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J.  : 

Upon  the  calling  of  this  case  for  trial,  the  defendant  Winters 
moved  for  a  continuance  as  to  himself,  upon  a  sufficient  showing 
that  he  had  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt  by  the  United  States  Dis- 
trict Court,  for  the  District  of  Nevada.  It  appeared  from  his 
affidavit,  and  it  is  admitted  as  a  fact  in  the  case,  that  no  hearing 
had  been  had  in  that  Court  upon  his  petition,  and  that  he  had  not 
received  his  discharge.  The  continuance  was  asked  until  the  dis- 
position of  the  matter  by  the  District  Court.  The  motion  being 
granted,  the  defendant  O'Neale  then  objected  to  the  trial  proceed- 
ing against  him,  arguing  that  as  the  obligation  sued  upon  was  joint 
bebreen  himself  and  Winters,  a  joint  judgment  only  could  be  ren- 
dered thereon,  and  hence  the  trial  should  not  proceed  against  him 
until  it  could  also  proceed  against  Winters,  or  he  was  finally  dis- 
charged by  the  decision  of  the  District  Court.  Such,  also,  is  the 
conclusion  to  which  a  careful  consideration  of  the  question  has  con- 
ducted us. 

Partnership  obligations  are  joint  in  their  nature,  at  least  to  the 
extent  that  one  partner  may  always  take  advantage  of  the  non- 
joinder of  his  copartner  in  an  action  on  a  copartnership  contract. 
**  It  is  true,"  says  Justice  Field,  speaking  for  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  m  Maion  v.  Mdred,  (6  Wallace,  231) 
^^  that  each  copartner  is  bound  for  the  entire  amount  due  on  the 
copartnership  contracts,  and  that  his  obligation  is  so  far  several, 
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that  if  he  is  sued  alone,  and  does  not  plead  the  nonjoinder  of  his 
copartners,  a  recovery  maj  be  had  against  him  for  the  whole  amount 
due  upon  the  contract ;  and  a  joint  judgment  against  the  copartners 
may  be  enforced  against  the  property  of  each.  But  this  is  a  difier- 
ent  thmg  from  the  liability  Tvhich  arises  from  a  joint  and  several 
contract.  There  the  contract  contains  distinct  engagements,  that  of 
each  contractor  individually,  and  that  of  all  jointly,  and  different 
remedies  may  be  pursued  upon  each.  The  contractors  may  be 
sued  separately  on  their  several  engagements,  or  together  on  their 
joint  undertaking.  But  in  copartnerships  there  is  no  such  several 
liability  of  the  copartners.  The  members  undertake  joint  enter- 
prises, they  assume  joint  jisks,  and  they  make  in  all  cases  joint 
liabilities." 

So,  too,  it  has  been  repeatedly  held,  and  is  now  the  settled  law 
of  this  country,  except  when  altered  by  statute,  that  a  judgment 
against  one  partner  upon  such  contract  merges  the  debt,  and  con* 
stitutes  a  bar  to  subsequent  action  for  the  same  breach  against  his 
copartner.  (See  Mason  v.  JEldredy  aupra,  and  cases  there  cited.) 
Hence,  whenever  there  is  a  failure  to  make  all  the  partners  defend- 
ants in  a  suit  upon  a  partnership  undertaking,  those  who  are  sued 
may  plead  that  fact  in  abatement  of  the  action,  unless  those*  not 
brought  in  have  some  ground  of  personal  release,  such  as  infancy, 
or  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy.  If  the  omission  of  any  joint  obUgor 
be  a  sufficient  ground  for  abating  the  action  against  the  other,  why 
should  not  the  continuance  of  it,  as  to  one,  entitle  the  other  also  to 
a  continuance?  Certainly  the  right  is  not  limited  to  the  mere 
uniting  of  all  parties  in  the  pleading ;  it  cannot  stop  with  so  idle  a 
ceremony.  The  right  to  have  all  the  joint  obligors  united  as  defend- 
ants is  subordinate  to,  and  results  from,  the  ulterior  right  that  a 
joint  judgment  must  be  rendered  against  all.  When  the  obligation 
or  liability  is  joint,  each  party  may  properly  claim  the  enforcement 
of  it  according  to  its  terms.  This  is  undoubtedly  the  foundation  of 
the  right  of  every  joint  obligor  to  plead  in  abatement,  when  there 
is  an  omission  to  join  all  who  are  jointly  liable  with  him.  The  prose- 
cution of  a  suit  against  one  of  several  joint  debtors,  all  of  whom  are 
united  as  defendants,  is  certainly  as  prejudicial  to  him  as  the  entire 
failure  to  unite  them  in  the  action  would  be  ;  for  although  united 
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with  him.  if  the  actiop  be  prosecuted  against  him  alone,  and  judg- 
ment be  obtained,  the  result,  so  far  as  his  rights  are  concerned,  is 
the  same  as  if  ihej  were  not  united  with  him  at  all,  for  the  judg- 
ment so  obtained  against  him  would  merge  the  debt  so  that  no 
judgment  could  afterwards  be  obtained  against  the  others.  We  see 
no  reason  why  the  rule,  that  a  judgment  against  one  joint  debtor 
releases  all  others^  should  not  apply  in  a  case  of  this  kind  where  all 
are  made  parties,  but  only  one  is  proceeded  against,  as  to  a  case 
where  only  a  part  of  the  joint  obligors  are  in  the  first  place  united 
as  defendants.  The  judgment  rendered  here  against  O'Neale 
certainly  merged  the  contract,  as  though  he  alone  were  made 
defendant.  The  plaintifi  could  proceed  upon  it  and  issue  execution 
precisely  as  if  Winters  had  not  been  made  a  party  to  the  action. 
Why,  then,  should  not  the  judgment  have  the  same  effect  as  if 
O'Neale  only^  were  sued  ?  In  our  opinion  the  effect  is  the  same 
where  all  are  sued,  but  the  action  is  prosecuted  and  judgment 
allowed  against  less  than  all,  as  when  less  than  all  are  in  the  first 
instance  united  as  parties,  and  judgment  obtained  only  against 
them. 

If  each  joint  obligor  has  the  right  to  demand  the  joinder  of  all 
who  are  liable  with  him,  and  that  the  judgment  shall  be  joint 
against  all,  it  would  seem  to  be  a  necessary  corollary  that  the 
Courts  have  no  authority  to  proceed  iii  a  manner  which  will  defeat 
that  right,  unless  there  be  a  waiver  of  it  in  some  way  by  those  who 
claim  it.  If  the  Court  cannot  properly  proceed,  where  there  is  an 
omission  of  one  joint  obligor,  and  that  fact  is  taken  advantage  of 
by  plea,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  it  would  not  have  the  right  to 
proceed  with  the  trial  and  render  judgment  against  less  than  all, 
otherwise  the  right  to  plead  in  abatement  for  nonjoinder  of  parties 
would  be  an  entirely  useless  ceremony.  Here  not  only  was  the 
judgment  not  joint  against  both  defendants,  but  the  judgment 
against  O'Neale  alone  made  it  impossible  afterwards  to  render  any 
against  Winters. 

If  Winters  were  di%charged  in  bankruptcy  there  could  be  no 
doabt  of  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  proceed  against  O'Neale  alone,  as 
was  done ;  but  he  has  not  been  so  discharged,  and  may  never  be. 
He  is  simply  adjudged  a  bankrupt  upon  the  filing  of  his  petition  in 
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accordance  with  the  Act  of  Congress.  Whether  he  will  be  dis- 
charged or  not,  is  a  matter  to  be  hereafter  determined.  It  is  tnie, 
the  Act  declares  that  ^^  no  creditors  where  debt  is  provable  under 
this  Act  shall  be  allowed  to  prosecute  to  final  judgment  any  suit 
in  law  or  equity  therefor  against  the  bankrupt,  until  the  question  of 
the  debtor's  discharge  shall  have  been  detenmned,  and  any  such 
suit  or  proceeding  shall,  upon  the  application  o(  the  bankrupt,  be 
stayed."  But  such  suspension  of  legal  proceedings  against  him 
does  hot  in  the  slightest  degree  affect  or  modify  his  obligations,  but 
only  temporarily  suspends  tlie  remedy  for  their  enforcement.  It  is 
the  final  discharge  alone  which  releases  him,  and  destroys  the  cred- 
itor's right.  And  it  is  only  when  it  appears  that  one  or  more  of 
the  joint  obligors  were  never  liable,  or  when  he  has  been  absolutely 
discharged  from  the  contract,  that  the  others  may  be  proceeded 
agdnst.  There  is  a  mere  temporary  suspension  of  that  right  to 
9ue.  We  can  find  no  case  where  a  temporary  suspension  of  the 
remedy  against  one  joint  debtor  authorized  proceedings  against  the 
rest.  We  are  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  smt  should  have 
been  continued,  not  only  as  against  Winters,  but  also  as  to  O'Neale, 
until  the  determination  of  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  at  which 
time,  if  Winters  were  discharged,  the  action  might  proceed  against 
O'Neale ;  if  not,  then  against  both  defendants. 

The  Practice  Act  of  this  State  has  afforded  us  no  aid  in  the  so- 
lution of  this  question,  as  it  seems  to  contain  no  provision  covering 
a  case  of  this  kind.  It  does  not  come  within  the  letters  of  section 
thirty-two,  for  that  only  authorizes  the  prosecution  of  the  action 
against  less  than  all  of  the  defendants  jointly  indebted  when  ser- 
vice of  summons  has  not  been  had  on  all,  or  there  has  not  been  an 
appearance  of  all.  In  this  case,  however,  both  defendants  were 
served  with  summons,  and  both  appeared  in  the  action ;  hence  that 
section  does  not  cover  it.  It  may  be  said  that  this  case  comes 
within  the  reason  and  spirit  of  the  section.  It  is  possible  that  it 
does,  although  we  are  not  satisfied  of  that,  and  as  the  language  of 
the  section  clearly  and  unmistakably  embraces  only  those  cases 
where  all  have  not  been  served,  or  appeared,  we  have  no  right  to 
extend  it  to  cases  where  all  have  been  served  or  appeared.  Sec- 
tion one  hundred  and  forty-six  of  the  Practice  Act  only  author- 
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izes  seyeral  judgments  where  such  judgments  may  be  legally  ren- 
dered ;  that  is,  when  the  liability  is  several,  which  is  not  the  case 
here. 

The  Court  below  therefore  erred  in  refusing  to  continue  the  cause 
upon  the  application  of  the  defendant  O'Neale.     The  judgment 
'  rendered  against  him  is  for  these  reasons  erroneous,  and  must  be 
reyersed-. 


THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA,  Respondent,  v.   AH  LOI,  Ap- 
pellant. 

DxcLARATioNS  OF  Pkrson  Robbed  AS  Part  OF  Res  Gest^.  On  a  trial  for  rob- 
bery the  declarations  of  the  person  robbed  as  to  the  fact  of  the  robbery,  made 
immediately  after  the  crime  was  committed,  are  admissible  in  evidence  as  part 
of  the  res  getta. 

CoNTKXPORANsousNSSS  OF  DECLARATIONS  AS  Part  OF  Res  Gest£.  To  make  the 
declarations  of  a  party  injured  part  of  the  m  gettcs^  they  must  be  contempora- 
neous with  the  crime*;  but  in  order  to  be  contemporaneous  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  law  it  is  not  indispensable  that  they  should  be  precisely  concurrent 
in  {K)int  of  time :  if  they  spring  out  of  and  elucidate  the  transaction,  and  are 
Toluntary  and  spontaneous,  and  made  so  near  the  time  as  reasonably  to  pre- 
clude the  idea  of  deliberate  design,  they  may  be  regarded  as  contemporaneous. 

IXDicniENT  FOR  RoBBSRT — OWNERSHIP  OF  PROPERTY.  Robbcry  may  be  commi^ 
X&S  by  the  taking  of  property  from  the  person  of  one  who  has  nothing  but  a 
special  right  in  it ;  and  where  an  indictment  charged  that  the  property  was  tak- 
en from  the  person  of  the  prosecuting  witness,  and  at  the  same  time  alleged 
it  to  be  the  property  of  another  person :  Held^  a  sufficient  charge  of  a  special 
property  in  the  prosecuting  witness. 

IsCTRrcTioNS  NOT  APPLICABLE  TO  Case.  It  is  uo  crroT  to  refuse  an  instruction 
which  is  correct  abstractly  considered,  when  it  is  not  applicable  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  First  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

R.  jBT.  Taylor^  for  Appellant. 

E.  W.  HiUyer^  for  Respondent. 

.By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 
The  defendant  was  indicted  in  the  District  Court  of  the  First 
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Judicial  District  for  robbery ;  convicted  by  the  jury,  and  sentenced 
by  the  Court  to  imprisonment  for  the  term  of  five  years.  The 
case. is  brought  to  this  Court  upon  a  bill  of  exceptions — the  errors 
complained  of  being : 

1st.  The  admission  in  evidence  of  the  statement  of  the  prose- 
cuting witness  with  regard  to  the  robbery,  made  a  few  minutes 
after  it  occured. 

2d.  The  indictment  is  defective  in  this :  whilst  it  charges  that 
the  money  was  taken  from  the  person  and  against  the  will  of  Ah 
Loi,  it  is  shown  that  it  was  the  property  of  one  Frank,  who  it 
appears  from  the  evidence  was  her  husband. 

3d.   The  Court  misdirected  the  jury. 

The  position  taken  by  counsel  for  the  prisoner  upon  the  first 
assignment  is  clearly  not  maintainable  upon  the  authorities.  The 
statement  made  by  the  prosecuting  witness,  that  she  had  been 
robbed — a  very  few  moments  after  the  crime  was  committed,  and 
whilst  she  was  still  weeping  because  of  the  loss  of  the  money  taken 
from  her — was  undoubtedly  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae^ 
and  confirmatory  of  the  evidence  given  by  her.  In  the  case  of 
the  Commonwealth  Y.  M.  Pike,  (8  Gush.  181)  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Massachusetts  ruled,  that  the  statement  made  by  a  person  who 
had  received,  a  mortal  wound  a  few  minutes  before,  as  to  the  cause 
and  manner  of  the  injury,  was  admissible  as  being  in  the  nature  of 
the  res  gestce;  Dewey,  J.  saying,  in  delivering  the  opinion,  "that 
the  period  of  time  at' which  these  acts  and  statements  took  place 
was  so  recent  after  the  receiving  of  the  injury  as  to  justify  the 
admission  of  the  evidence  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestce.  In  the 
admission  of  testimony  of  this  character  much  must  be  left  to  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  presiding  Judge.  So  where  a  man  was 
killed  in  consequence  of  having  been  run  over  by  a  cabriolet  it  was 
held,  on  an  indictment  against  the  driver  for  manslaughter,  that 
what  the  man  said  immediately  after  receiving  the  injury  was 
admissible  in  evidence.  (6  C.  &  P.  325.)  To  make  declarations  a 
part  of  the  res  gestce,  it  is  true,  it  is  said  they  must  be  contempo- 
raneous with  the  main  fact ;  but  in  order  to  be  contedporaneous 
they  are  not  required  to  be  precisely  concurrent  in  point  of  time. 
If  the  declarations  spring  out  of  the  transaction — ^if  they  elucidate 
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it — ^if  they  are  voluntary  and  spontaneous — and  if  they  are  made 
at  a  time  so  near  to  it  as  reasonably  to  preclude  the  idea  of  delib- 
erate design — they  may  b^|^g|g^d  as  contemporaneous.  (6 
C.  &  P.  325.  See  also,  mSSSSSSTv.  The  State,  11  Ga.  616 ; 
Corwin  k  Hill's  Notes  to  Phillips'  Evidence,  Note  432.)  Undoubt- 
edly such  statements  should  be  received  with  great  caution,  and 
only  when  they  are  made  so  recently  after  the  injury  is-  received, 
and  under  such  circumstances  as  to  place  it  beyond  all  doubt  that 
they  are  not  made  from  design  or  for  the  purpose  of  manufacturing 
evidence.  Hence,  from  the  very  nature  of  the  thing,  very  much 
must  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  presiding  Judge.  Here  the 
statement  was  made  immediately  after  the  robbery,  and  under  cir- 
cumstances which  made  it  eminently  proper  to  admit  it.  Supported 
as  this  ruling  by  the  Court  below  is  by  the  general  current  of  decis- 
ions, it  must  be  sustained. 

Upon  the  second  assignment  also,  our  investigations  have  con- 
ducted us  to  a  conclusion  adverse  to  the  prisoner.  Robbing  is  by 
our  statutes  defined  to  be  the  ^'felonious  and  violent  taking  of 
money,  goods,  or  other  valuable  thing,  from  the  person  of  another 
by  force,  or  intimidation."  Such  also  is  substantially  the  common 
law  definition  of  the  crime.  But  it  is  argued  for  the  prisoner,  that 
to  constitute  this  offense  the  property  must  be  taken  from  the  pos- 
session of  the  real  owner ;  hence,  it  is  contended,  this  indictment 
is  defective,  as  it  is  charged  the  money  was  taken  from  the  person 
and  possession  of  Ah  Loi,  who  it  is  shown  was  not  the  owner.  It 
will  be  observed,  that  the  gist  of  this  crime  is  the  violent  taking  of 
property  from  the  person  of  another,  against  his  will  and  by  means 
of  intimidation.  It  would  not,  therefore,  appear  to  be  essential 
that  the  person  robbed  be  the  absolute  owner  of  the  property  taken. 
If  it  appear  that  it  was  not  the  property  of  the  prisoner,  it  ought 
under  the  definition  of  the  crime  to  be  sufficient.  If  the  person 
robbed  have  a  general  or  special  property  in,  or  a  right  to  the  pos- 
session of,  the  goods  taken,  it  is  sufficient :  otherwise  the  statute 
would  be  defeated ;  and  there  would  be  no  robbery,  except  when 
property  is  taken  from  the  person,  or  the  immediate  presence  of 
the  absolute  owner.  Such  is  fortunately  not  the  law.  Robbery 
,  may  be  committed  by  the  taking  of  property  from  the  person  of 
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one  who  has  nothing  but  a  special  right  in  it,  as  well  as  from  the 
general  owner.  Here  it  is  charged,  that  the  money  was  taken 
from  the  person  and  possession  of  the  prosecuting  witness;  this^ 
with  the  further  allegation  that  it  was  the  property  of  Frank,  is  a 
sufficient  charge  of  a  special  property  in  Ah  Loi. 

This  precise  question  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Califor- 
nia in  the  case  of  The  People  v.  ShuUr^  (28  Cal.  490).  And  an 
indictment  was  held  sufficienl;  which  charged  the  felonious  taking 
of  money  belonging  to  Whiting  from  the  person  of  the  prosecutor 
Wyckoiff,  the  Court  saying :  "  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  prop- 
erty should  belong  to  the  party  from  whose  person  it  was  feloniously 
taken."     This  indictment  was  sufficient. 

The  instruction  that  '^when  one  witness  only  swears  to  facts 
tending  to  show  the  guilt  of  the  defendant,  and  another  witness 
alone  swears  to  facts  fully  rebutting  the  testimony  for  the  prosecu- 
tion, and  both  witnesses  are  of  equal  credibility,  the  jury  should 
find  a  verdict  of  not  guilty,"  which  counsel  for  the  prisoner  asked 
to  be  given  to  the  jury,  was  properly  refused,  for  the  reason  that  it 
was  not  applicable  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  the  prosecuting 
witness  being  corroborated  to  some  extent  by  the  other  witnesses — 
hence,  even  if  the  instruction  were  abstractly  correct,  it  was  prop- 
erly rejected  in  this  case. 


WESTERN  UNION  TELEGRAPH  COMPANY,  Appellant, 
V.  ATLANTIC  AND  PACIFIC  STATES  TELEGRAPH 
COMPANY,  Respondent. 

Ex  Parte  Crandall,  (1  Nev.  294)  as  to  the  point  that  the  authority  of  Congress 
to  regulate  commerce  between  the  States  in  not  exclusive  but  paramount  when 
exercised,  approved. 

Telegraphic  Commcnication — "  Oommerce.**  Telegraphic  communication  between 
the  States  is  a  part  of  their  commercial  intercourse,  and  its  regulation  as 
commerce  is  within  the  constitutional  jurisdiction  of  Congress. 

Power  of  Congress  as  to  Tslegrapu  Lines.  The  Act  of  Congress  of  1866,  in 
aid  of  telegraph  lines,  etc.,  (14  U.  S.  Stats,  at  Large,  221)  in  so  far  as  it 
prescribes  privileges,  conditions,  etc.,  is  an  Act  regulating  commerce  and  super- 
cedes State  legislation. 
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State  Telegraph  Franchises.  The  congressional  grant  to  all  persons  under 
certain  conditions  of  the  privilege  of  constructing  telegraph  lines,  (14  U.  S. 
Stats,  at  Large,  221  j  overrules  any  exclusive  privilege  given  by  any  State  or 
Territory  to  one. 

Proof  or  Acceptance  under  Conqressional  Telegraph  Act.  Where  a  tele- 
graph  company  claims  privileges  under  the  Act  of  Congress  of  1866,  (14  U.  S. 
Stats,  at  Large,  221)  it  is  incumbent  on  it  to  show^  an  acceptance  by  it  of 
the  terms  prescribed  in  the  Act,  and  the  most  proper  mode  of  doing  so  is  by 
a  certified  copy  of  the  acceptance  filed  under  the  seal  of  the  department. 

Etidence — Letter  op  U.  8.  Postmaster-General.  Though  a  letter  of  the  IT. 
S.  Postmaster-General,  to  the  effect  that  the  acceptance  by  a  telegraph  com- 
pany of  the  terms  and  condidons  of  the  Act  of  Congress  relating  to  telegraph 
line,  (14  U.  S.  Stats,  at  Large,  221)  had  been  received  and  placed  on  file,  might 
be  proof  of  such  acceptance,  it  cannot  be  so  without  authentication  of  the 
signature. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  First  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

On  February  9th,  1864,  the  Legislature  of  Nevada  Territory 
granted  to  John  B.  Watson  and  his  assigns  the  right  to  construct 
and  maintain  a  telegraph  line  from  Unionville  by  way  of  Star  City, 
Austin,  Virginia  City,  Gold  Hill,  and  Carson  City,  to  the  State  of 
California,  by  a  route  north  of  Lake  Bigler,  (Stats.  1864,  97). 
Watson  assigned  to  H.  W.  Carpentier,  who  assigned  to  the  Cali- 
fornia State  Telegraph  Company.  After  the  construction  of  the 
line  by  that  company  the  Governor  of  Nevada  certified  its  comple- 
tion, and  the  franchise  thereby  became,  as  provided  by  the  Act, 
an  exclusive  one  for  five  years.  In  May,  1867,  the  California 
State  Telegraph  Company  leased  the  line  to  the  plaintiff  for  one 
year,  and  until  the  termination  of  the  lease  by  either  party  on  six 
months'  notice. 

In  1868,  the  respondent  proceeded  to  construct  a  telegraph  line 
along  the  U.  S.  Mail  routes  connecting  Virginia  City,  Gold  Hill, 
and  Reno,  with  California.  Tliis  suit  was  commenced  on  February 
13th,  1869,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  injunction  pending  the 
suit  restraining  the  respondent  from  proceeding  with  its  construction 
or  doing  telegraphic  business  between  any  of  the  places  mentioned 
in  its  franchise ;  for  a  perpetual  injunction  to  the  same  effect  on 
final  decree,  and  for  six  hundred  dollars  damages. 
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Williams  ^  Bixler^  for  Appellant.  • 

I.  Is  telegraphing  commerce,  and  the  regulation  thereof,  a  regu- 
lation of  commerce  ?  We  claim  not.  (^JSx  parte  Crandally  1  Nev. 
294;  Crandall  v.  Slate  of 'Nevada,  6  Wallace,  35  ;  1  Black.  631; 
1  Kent,  366 ;  3  IIow.  162 ;  14  How.  574 ;  18  How.  430 ;  20 
How.  93  ;  3  Wallace,  51.) 

Congress  has  not  attempted  to  regulate  telegraphy,  and  until  it 
shall  do  so,  the  States  have  control  of  the  subject.  The  Act  of 
Congress,  under  which  defendant  claims  to  act,  only  gives  the  right 
of  way  over  public  lands  and  along  post-routes,  but  does  not  attempt 
to  regulate  the  business. 

II.  Plaintiff's  franchise  is  private  property,  and  cannot  be  taken 
for  public  use  except  upon  first  making  just  compensation.  (See 
cases  cited  under  last  point,  and  4  Howard,  517 ;  10  Barb.  233  ;  2 
Gray,  1 ;  6  Howard,  629.) 

« 

George  Cadwalader,  for  Respondent. 

I.  Is  the  Act  an  attempt  to  regulate  the  business  of  telegraph- 
ing between  two  States  ?  The  manner  of  regulating  this  species  of 
traffic  is  of  no  concern  to  us,  provided  there  existed  the  power  of 
regulation.  The  manner  of  the  regulation  here,  was  by  obliging 
to  go  in  one  channel  by  closing  up  all  others.  Commerce  is  the 
synonym  of  "  intercourse  " —  Gibson  v.  Ogden,  (9  Wheaton,  174) — 
the  definition  of  which  is  broad  enough  to  include  "  telegraphing" : 
a  new  kind  of  business  originating  since  the  Constitution.  The  line 
of  defendant  is  but  a  conduit  of  commerce  between  California  and 
Nevada.  If  traffic  over  it  is  unlawful,  it  is  because  the  Territory 
of  Nevada  has  so  regulated  it  by  declaring  that  all  such  traffic 
shall  be  carried  on  by  lines  erected  by  Watson  or  his  assigns ; 
and  this,  we  conceive,  is  exactly  what  the  Constitution  intended 
that  States  should  be  witTiout  the  power  to  do.  (^Carson  River 
Lumbering  Co.  v.  Robert  Patterson^  33  Cal.  334.) 

II.  The  case  shows  that  the  defendant  has  accepted  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  of  Congress,  and  become  a  public  vehicle  of 
intercourse,  as  far  as  that  Act  can  make  it.  This  Act  makes  our 
presence  in  Nevada  lawful — the  Territorial  Act  makes  it  unlawful. 
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The  General  Government  invites  us  to  build,  and  bargains  for  the 
use  of  ouf  line,  on  its  own  terms,  for  postal,  military,  and  other 
purposes :  while  the  other,  stamps  the  intercourse  as  an  unlawful 
infringement  upon  the  rights  of  Watson  or  his  assigns.  Both  reg- 
ulations cannot  stand  ;  and  the  question  is,  which  shall  ?  Can  it  be 
doubted  which  is  the  dominant  authority  ?  (See  People  v.  Ray- 
mmd,  34  Cal.  495.) 

in.  Defendant  was  created  a  corporation  for  the  purpose  of 
connecting,  by  telegraph,  San  Francisco  with  Chicago  and  the 
intermediate  points.  SHould  power  exist  in  the  Territory  of  Nevada 
to  stop  it  from  passing  over  its  territory  duringvthe  lifetime  of  the 
Act  of  1864,  the  same  power  would  exist  in  Utah  and  Colorado, 
and  the  States  of  Nebraska,  Iowa,  and  Illinois;  and  hence,  a  re- 
fractory State  or  Territory  would  have  the  right  to  prohibit  inter- 
course between  citizens  of  the  United  States  at  its  pleasure. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  would  exist  more  in  name 
than  in  fact,  if  each  State  or  Territory  had  the  power,  at  their  dis- 
cretion, to  regulate  commercial  intercourse  between  the  States. 
What  is  "  rightful  legislation  "  on  the  part  of  a  Nevada  Assembly 
IS  uncertain ;  but  it  surely  does  not  extend  to  granting  such  fran- 
chise as  the  one  which  threatens  our  existence  in  the  State  of 
Nevada.  Does  a  stream  rise  higher  than  its  source  ?  Can  the 
military  and  postal  service,  which  we  have  bargained  to  give  the 
Government  depend  upon  the  sanction  of  Nevada  ? 

C  J.  HiUyer^  also  for  Respondent. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  opinion  of  this  Court  in  Ex  parte 
Crandall^  which  seems  to  me  to  have  been  substantially  approved 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  shows  that  there  is 
notiung  in  that  opinion  to  lead  the.  Court  to  uphold  the  constitu-^ 
tionality  of  the  Nevada  Act  under  the  commercial  clause  of  the 
Constitution.  The  reasons  given  for  holding  the  passenger  tax  not 
to  be  a  commercial  regulation  do  not  apply  to  a  law  prohibiting  free 
intercourse  by  telegraph  between  the  important  business  places  of 
two  States ;  and  whether  the  power  to  regulate  be  exclusive  is 
immaterial,  as  in  this  case.  Congress  has  legislated,  and  we  are 
acting  under  that  legislation.     The  general  principles,  however, 
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announced  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  Crandall  Casey  with  regard 
to  the  respective  powers  of  the  National  and  State  governments, 
seem  to  us  conclusive  of  this  case,  independent  of  all  questions 
respecting  the  regulation  of  commerce. 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

The  appellant  seeks  an  injunction  against  respondent,  to  restrain 
it  from  prosecuting  the  business  of  telegraphy  in  the  State  of 
Nevada,  claiming  to  be  the  present  proprietor  of  the  exclusive  right 
thereto,  as  lessee  of  the  assignee  of  one  Watson,  franchisee  under 
an  Act  of  the  L^islature  of  the  Territory  of  Nevada. 

This  appeal  is  from  an  order  of  the  District  Court  refusing  a 
temporary  injunction.  Several  objections  are  made  to  the  present 
validity  of  the  franchise,  all  of  which,  with  the  exception  of  these 
immediately  hereafter  noted,  are  fully  obviated  by  the  certificate  of 
the  Governor,  made  conclusive  by  the  terms  of  the  Act  referred  to. 
It  is  claimed  that  the  lessor  of  appellant,  the  California  State  Tele- 
graph Company,  did  not  succeed  to  the  rights  of  Watson ;  the 
proof  on  the  point  shows  that  it  did.  Finally,  it  is  objected  that  as 
the  Act  in  question  is  an  attempt  to  regulate  commerce  between 
States,  it  is  an  invasion  of  the  exclusive  powers  of  Congress  over 
such  matters.  Admitting  for  the  present,  that  such  was  the  inten- 
tion and  effect  of  the  statute,  and  without  any  minute  recital  of 
authorities,  or  extended  argument,  suffice  it  to  say,  that  upon  care- 
ful review  of  the  cases  touching  the  question,  the  conclusion  reached 
in  Ux  parte  Crandall,  (1  Nev.  294)  is  still  maintained,  and  that 
not  only  the  weight  of  authority  but  principle  sustains  the  op\nion, 
that  the  authority  of  Congress  as.  to  such  regulation  is  not  exclusive, 
but  that  a  State  may  properly  enact  laws  regulating  commerce  be- 
tween itself  and  other  States,  in  the  absence  of  Congressional  legis- 
lation, subject  always  to  the  paramount  authority  of  that  body 
when  exercised  upon  the  matter. 

The  last  published  case  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  where  the  point  was  involved,  makes  the  distinction 
that  in  some  cases  of  the  regulation  of  commerce  the  power  of 
Congress  is  exclusive ;  in  others,  not.  That  seems  to  be  an  admis- 
sion of  the  proposition  that  in  the  strict  use  of  terms  it  is  not  an 
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ezclasive  power.  (^Orandall  v.  State  of  Nevada,  6  Wallace,  85.) 
This  investigation  in  the  present  case  becomes  material  only  in  view 
of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  bring  any  action,  as  Congress  has  passed 
an  Act  (14  U.  S.  Stats,  at  Large,  221)  which,  if  held  to  be  a 
regulation  of  commerce,  brings  the  parties  within  an  undisputed 
role.  Whatever  doubts  may  have  existed  as  to  the  power  of  the 
several  States  to  regulate  commerce  between  their  own  citizens  and 
the  citizens  of  other  States,  in  the  absence  of  legislation  on  that 
subject  by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  it  has  never  been 
seriously  qpestioned,  that  when  Congress  in  the  exercise  of  its 
constitututional  right,  does  legislate  on  that  particular  subject,  its 
authority  is  paramount,  and  its  enactments  supersede  all* State 
le^lation  thereon.  Conceding,  then,  plaintiff's  right  of  action,  un- 
less defeated  by  the  Act  of  Congress  cited,  it  becomes  material  to 
inquire  whether  such  Act  is  a  regulation  of  commerce.  The  Act  is 
as  follows : 

^An  Act  to  Aid  in  the  Construction  of  Telegraph  Lines,  and  to  Secure  to 

THE  (tOTERNIIENT  THE  USE  OF  THE  SAME   FOR  PoSTAL,  MILITARY,  AND  OTHER 

Purposes. 

"  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  Uyiited  States  of  America  in  C&ngress  assembled^  That  any 
telegraph  company  now  organized,  or  which  may  hereafter  be 
organized,  under  the  laws  of  any  State  in  this  Union,  shall  liave 
the  right  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  lines  of  telegraph 
through  and  over  any  portion  of  the  public  domain  of  the  United 
Stages,  over  and  along  any  of  the  military  or  post  roads  of  the 
United  States,  which  have  been,  or  may  hereafter  be  declared  such 
by  Act  of  Congress,  and  over,  under,  or  across  the  navigable 
streams  or  waters  of  the  United  States :  provided^  that  such  lines, 
of  telegraph  shall  be  so  constructed  and  maintained  as  not  to 
obstruct  the  navigation  of  such  streams  and  waters,  or  interfere 
with  the  ordinary  travel  on  such  military  or  post  roads,  and  any 
of  such  companies  shall  have  thd  right  to  take  and  use  from 
such  public  lands  the  necessary  stone,  timber,  and  other  materials, 
for  its  posts,  piers,  stations,  and  other  needful  uses  in  the  con- 
struction, maintenance,  and  operation  of  said  lines  of  telegraph, 
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and  may  preempt  and  use  such  portion  of  the  unoccupied  public 
lands  subject  to  preemption  through  which  its  said  lines  of  telegraph 
may  be  located  as  may  be  necessary  for  its  stations,  not  exceeding 
forty  acres  for  each  station,  but  such  stations  shall  not  be  within 
fifteen  miles  of  each  other. 

^'  Sec.  2.  And  be  it  further  enacted^  That  telegraphic  commu- 
nications between  the  several  departments  of  the  Govemment  of  the 
United  States  and  their  officers  and  agents  shall,  in  their  transmis- 
sion over  the  lines  of  any  of  said  companies,  have  priority  over  all 
other  business,  and  shall  be  sent  at  rates  to  be  annually  fixed  by 
the  Postmaster-General. 

"  Sec.  3.  And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  the  rights  and  priv- 
ileges hereby  granted  shall  not  be  transferred  by  any  company  act- 
ing under  this  Act  to  any  other  corporation,  association,  or  person : 
provided,  however,  that  the  United  States  may  at  any  time  after 
the  expiration  of  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  this  Act, 
for  postal,  military,  or  other  purposes,  purchase  all  the  telegraph 
lines,  property,  and  effects,  of  any  or  all  of  said  companies,  at  an 
appraised  value,  to  be  ascertained  by  five  competent,  disinterested 
persons,  two  of  whom  shall  be  selected  by  the  Postmaster-General 
of  the  United  States,  two  by  the  company  interested,  and  one  by 
the  four  so  previously  selected. 

"  Sec.  4.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  That  before  any  telegraph 
company  shall  exercise  any  of  the  powers  or  privileges  conferred  by 
this  Act,  such  company  shall  file  their  written  acceptance  with  the 
Postmaster-General,  of  the  restrictions  and  obligations  required  by 
this  Act." 

Congress  has  power  "  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations, 
and  among  the  several  States,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes."  (U.  S. 
Const.,  Art.  I,  Sec.  8.) 

What  is  commerce  ?  "  Commerce  is  intercourse,"  say  writers 
and  judges.  There  is  no  need  to  attempt  here  any  definition  of  the 
word  "  intercourse,"  nor  to  consider  whether  it  was  used  with  or 
without  limitation :  and  if  with  limitation,  what ;  for  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  by  one  of  its  ablest  members,  has  given 
a  plain  and  comprehensive  exposition  of  the  term  "  commerce,"  less 
general  than  the  mere  word  "  intercourse  "  used,  without  qualifica- 
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tion,  but  sufficient  to  include  all  the  ramifications  of  commerce. 
Says  Marshall,  C.  J. :  ^'  It  describes  the  commercial  intercourse 
between  nations,  and  parts  of  nations,  in  all  its  branches,  and  is  reg- 
ulated bj  prescribing  rules  for  carrying  on  that  intercourse." 
\Gibb(m8  Y.  Ogdeuj  9  Wheaton,  1.)  Is  telegraphy  any  branch  of 
commercial  intercourse  ?  To  ask  the  question  is  to  answer  it.  So 
mterwoven  has  the  custom  of  communication  by  telegraph  become 
with  trade  and  traffic,  that  to  separate  it  without  serious  disturbance 
of  vast  trade  relations  and  financial  transactions,  would  be  a  task  as 
difficult  as  to  cut  the  pound  of  flesh  without  a  single  drop  of  blood.  \j 
It  is  the  life  and  soul  of  civilized  commercial  transactions ;  many  of 
the  most  important  are  daily  ruled  by  telegraph.  The  banker,  the 
merchant,  the  farmer,  the  broker,  all  traders  depend  upon  the  tele- 
graph for  speedy  information  and  means  of  intercourse  in  their  vari- 
ous business  and  traffic.  K  the  ship  that  carries  the  cargo  comes 
within  the  constitutional  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce, 
as  it  confessedly  does,  as  a  means  of  commercial  intercourse,  cer- 
tainly the  instrumentality  through  which  is  directed  the  lading,  sail- 
ing, and  unlading  of  the  ship,  the  purchase  and  sale  of  the  cargo, 
and  all  the  minutiae  of  the  venture  and  the  voyage,  is  equally  a 
means,  only  of  a  higher  and  more  advanced  grade. 

Commerce,  though  it  would  be  seriously  crippled,  could  exist 
without  telegraphy,  as  it  might  without  many  of  its  favoring  inci- 
dents ;  but  it  is  one  of  the  adaptations  of  modem  science,  so  simple 
m  its  grandeur  s^  to  be  already  accepted  almost  without  wonder, 
but  which  the  slightest  reflection  teaches  is  of  such  vast  utility  that 
it  can  hardly  be  too  highly  prized,  nor  can  any  unlawful  infringe- 
ment upon  its  free  use  and  enjoyment  be  too  carefully  guarded 
against. 

Does  the  Act  of  Congress  attempt  to  regulate  this  branch  of 
commercial  intercourse?  On  the  part  of  appellant  it  is  claimed 
not,  because  no  specific  rules  are  prescribed  for  its  exercise.  The 
Act  gives  to  any  telegraph  company  the  right  to  construct,  main- 
tain, and  operate  telegraph  Imes  on  the  public  lands  of  the  United 
States,  and  along  the  post  and  military  roads,  upon  evidence  of 
acceptance  of  its  terms  under  specified  restrictions,  and  for  certain 
compensation,  which  is  the- priority  of  Government  messages,  and 
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the  privilege  of  purchase,  at  option,  by  the  United  States,  at  any 
time  after  the  expiration  of  five  years.  To  that  extent,  then,  there 
is  regulation ;  the  right  is  given  by  rule,  and  limited  by  rule,  cer- 
tainly as  much  regulated  as  the  licensing  or  registering  of  vessels. 
By  obtaining  a  license  under  certain  terms,  an  owner  may  navigate 
his  vessel  between  specified  State  ports,  and  traverse  designated 
waters.  A  register  gives  other  and  greater  privileges,  under  other 
and  peculiar  restrictions ;  both  are  regulations  of  commerce.  In 
the  particular  matter  in  question,  the  Congress  could  undoubtedly 
exercise  greater  power,  and  still  further  regulate,  but  any.  regular 
tion  is  sufficient  to  supercede  State  le^slation,  and  the  right  granted 
to  all  overrules  any  exclusive  privilege  given  by  any  State  or  Terri- 
tory to  one.  Has  the  defendant  brought  itself  within  the  Act  ? 
As  a  matter  of  fact  it  may  have  done  so — ^probably  has,  but  it  failed 
to  make  the  requisite  proof  in  the  District  Court. 

It  is  possible  that  the  letter  from  the  Postmaster-General  would 
have  been  sufficient,  had  his  signature  been  authenticated ;  but  the 
regular  and  proper  mode  would  require  a  certified  copy  of  the  ac- 
-  ceptance,  filed  under  the  seal  of  the  department.  This,  not  that 
the  Court  might  judge  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  acceptance,  but 
that  it  might  be  satisfied  that  the  United  States  Government, 
through  the  agent  appointed,  held  in  the  records  of  the  postal 
department,  what  it  considered  an  acceptance  under  the  Act  of 
Congress,  and  that  consequently  the  party  filing  the  same  had  com- 
plied therewith,  and  was  qualified  to  act  thereunder.  Without  this 
proof,  defendant  stood  in  Court  a  trespasser  upon  the  exclusive 
franchise  of  appellant,  as  only  by  virtue' of  lawful  proceeding  could 
any  right  be  acquired  against  it.  Right  upon  the  other  points 
considered,  the  District  Court  erred  in  this,  and  unless  the  case 
was  held  open  for  further  evidence,  should  have  granted  the  tern* 
porary  injunction,  "  or  injunction  pending  the  suit." 

Its  order  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
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THE  STATE  OF  KEVADA  ex  rel.  ROBERT  M.  CLARKE         ^\  J" 

V.  EDWARD  IRWIN.  g  g 

J  21    5S5 

CoKSTiTPTiONALiTT  OP  WHifE  PiNE  CouNTY  AcT.    The  Act  Creating  the  County         i  jjg*  440 
of  "VThite  Pine  and  providing  for  its  organization  (Stats.   1869,  108)  ia  not  in  |*J  ^ 

conflict  with  sections  twenty,  twenty-one,  or  thirty-two,  of  article  four  of  the 
Constitution. 

Presumftiom  of  Cosstitctionalitt  op  Statutes.  The  power  of  determining 
whether  a  given  statute  is  repugnant  to  the  principles  of  the  Constitution  with 
which  it  is  alleged  to  conflict  belongs  to  the  judiciary,  and  their  decision  is 
conclusive ;  but  in  all  cases  of  doubt,  every  possible  presumption  and  intend- 
ment will  be  made  in  favor  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  in  question. 
*  *  Local  "  axd  "  Special  "  Statutes.  A  "  local "  act  is  one  operating  over  a 
particular  locality  instead  of  over  the  whole  territory  of  the  State ;  a  "  special " 
act  is  one  operating  upon  one  or  a  portion  of  a  class  instead  of  upon  all  of  a  I  m  ii! 
class.  ' 

Act  Organizinq  New  County  Looal  and  Special.  The  White  Pine  County  Act 
(Stats.  1869,  108)  as  it  refers  to  only  one  new  county  and  its  organization, 
instead  of  to  all  new  counties,  and  to  those  only  of  a  class  or  whole,  occupying 
or  proposing  to  occupy  such  county,  is  a  local  and  special  act. 

Constitutional  Construction — Ordinary  Meanino  op  Words.  Words  used  in 
a  Constitution,  unless  qualified  so  as  to  alter  their  ordinary  and  usual  meaning, 
must  be  received  in  such  meaning. 

Depinition  op  Word  "  Elected."  The  word  "  elected  "  in  its  ordinary  significa- 
tion carries  with  it  the  idea  of  a  vote,  generally  popular  but  sometimes  more 
restricted,  and  cannot  be  held  the  synonym  of  any  other  mode  of  filling  a 
position. 

Meaning  op  "  Election  "  and  "  Election  by  the  People,"  in  Constitution.  The 
words  "  election,"  in  section  twenty-six,  and  **  election  by  the  people,"  in 
section  thirty-two,  of  article  four  of  the  Constitution,  contemplate  the  same 
mode  of  election  and  imply  a  popular  vote. 

White  Pine  County  Act  does  not  *'  Regulate  Elections."  The  Act  creating 
White  Pine  County  and  providing  for  its  organization  (Stats.  1809,  108)  does 
not  regulate  the  election  of  county  and  township  officers,  and  is  therefore  not 
repugnant  to  section  twenty,  of  article  four  of  the  Constitution. 

Heanino  of  "Applicability  op  General  Laws"  in  Constitution.  A  general 
law  to  be  "  applicable,"  in  the  sense  in  which  the  word  is  used  in  section 
twenty-one,  of  article  four  of  the  Constitution,  must  answer  the  just  purpose 
of  legislation,  that  is,  best  subserve  the  interest  of  the  people  of  the  State,  or 
such  class  or  portion  as  the  particular  legislation  is  intended  to  affect. 

Slection  op  White  Pine  County  Officers.    The  White  Pine  County  Act  (Stats. 

« 

1869,  108^  does  not  violate  section  thirty-two,  of  article  four  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, requiring  county  officers  to  be  elected  by  the  people. 
Appointments  to  New  County  Offices  or  Vacancies.    The  Constitutional  pro- 
vision requiring  county  and  township  ofilcers  to  be  elected  by  the  people, 
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(Art.  lY,  Sec.  82)  does  not  apply  to  cases  of  emergency  or  special  occasion, 
such  as  the  creation  of  a  new  office  or  a  vaca^py. 

Power  op  Qotsrnor  to  Appoint  to  Vacancy.  Before  the  Governor  can  exer- 
cise the  appointing  power  of  filling  a  vacancy  (Const.,  Art.  Y,  Sec.  8)  two 
things  must  concur ;  there  must  be  a  vacancy  and  no  provision  made  by  the 
Constitution  or  any  existent  law  for  filling  the  sam^. 

Power  op  Legislature  to  Fill  New  Offices.  The  White  Pine  County  Act 
(Stats.  1869,  108)  created  the  new  office  of  Sheriflf  of  White  Pine  County,  and 
appointed  Irwin  to  the  office :  ffeldy  that  if  there  was  no  vacancy,  the  Legisla- 
ture had  the  power  to  appoint ;  if  there  was  a  vacancy,  the  act  creating  the 
office  and  occasioning  the  vacancy  filled  it. ' 

"Yacanct"  in  New  Office.  Where  a  new  office  is  created  and  no  person 
appointed  to  fill  it,  there  is  a  vacancy. 

HxANiKO  OP  "Yacant"  IN  CONSTITUTION.  There  is  no  technical  or  peculiar 
meaning  in  the  word  "  vacant,"  as  used  in  section  eight,  of  article  five  of  the 
Constitution;  it  means  empty,  unoccupied,  without  an  incumbent;  and  it 
applies  to  new  offices  never  filled,  as  well  as  to  old  ones  vacated  by  death, 
resignation,  or  otherwise. 

Legislative  Power  to  Declare  What  Shall  Operate  "Yacanct."  Though 
the  Constitution  provides  in  some  instances  what  shall  operate  a  vacancy  in 
office,  such  as  absence  of  judicial  officers,  etc.,  this  doe^  not  prohibit  the  L^s- 
lature  from  enumerating  other  causes. 

Possible  Abuse  op  Legislative  Power.  The  possible  abuse  of  le^slative  power 
is  DO  argument  against  either  its  existence  or  appropriate  exercise. 

Appointment  bt  both  Legislature  and  Governor.  By  the  White  Pine  County 
Act  (Stats.  1869,  108)  Irwin  was  appointed  Sheriff  of  that  county,  and  the 
Governor  granted  him  a  commission  as  such :  Ileld^  whether  the  appointing 
power  resided  in  the  L^slature  or  in  the  Governor,  Irwin  was  lawfully  such 
Sheriff. 

Appointment  to  Take  Effect  at  Future  Day.  An  appointment  to  a  new  office 
to  take  effect  at  a  future  day,  when  the  act  creating  such  office  is  to  go  into 
effect,  is  a  good  appointment. 

Information  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto,  to  the  Supreme 
Court. 

The  Act  creating  the  County  of  White  Pine  and  providing  for 
its  organization  (Stats.  1869, 108)  was  passed  by  the  Legislature 
on  February  23d,  1869,  and  afterwards  became  a  law  by  remaining 
in  the  hands  of  the  Executive  more  than  five  days  after  its  pass- 
age without  his  disapproval.  It  took  effect  on  April  1st,  1869,  since 
which  time  Irwin  had  been  holding  and  exercising  the  functions 
and  duties  of  the  office  of  Sheriff  of  the  new  county,  having  in 
March  received  a  commission  as  such  officer  from  Govemor^Blasdel, 
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to  take  effect  on 'April  Ist,  1869,  and  be  in  force  thereafter  until 
the  first  Monday  in  January,  1871. 
The  information  was  filed  April  IGth,  1869. 

Thomas  Welhy  for  the  State. 

I.  Though  we  admit  new  counties  may  be  created,  and  organ- 
ized, we  cl&im  there  are  in  the  fundamental  law  of  this  State,  strong 
and  peremptory  restrictions  as  to  when  and  under  what  circum- 
stances they  may  be  created,  and  the  machinery  of  their  govern- 
ments set  in  motion.  Such  counties  must  be  systematized,  so  as  to 
conform  to  the  uniform  system  of « county  governments  throughout 
the  State.     (Const.,  Art.  IV,  Sees.  20,  21,  and  25.) 

In  this  view  White  Pine  County  is  not  now,  and  cannot  be  consti- 
tutionally organized — because,  first,  it  has  not  nor  can,  at  present, 
have  a  district  judge  of  its  own ;  and,  secondly,  it  cannot  have,  so 
to  speak,  a  joint  interest  in  a  Judge,  in  common  with  another 
county,  for  which  other  county  only  he  was  elected.  (Const., 
Art.  VI,  Sec.  6 ;  32  Cal.  140 ;  21  Cal.  415.) 

Again,  the  Legislature  cannot  divest  vested  rights.  In  1866,  it 
made  Lander  County  aUme  the  Sixth  Judicial  District,  and  in  so 
doing,  it  said  to  the  people  of  Lander,  that  for  four  full  years  next 
after  January  1st,  1867,  they  should  have  the  entire  time  and  serv- 
ices of  the  man  they  should  choose  as  District  Judge ;  and  to  the 
man  chosen,  it  sud,  that  for  the  compensation  fixed,  he  should  hold 
Court  and  discharge  other  judicial  duties  at  anej  and  only  one 
county  seat,  during  the  four  years.  The  contract  was  mutual,  for 
a  valid  consideration,  and  may  be  enforced,  unless  the  Judge  die, 
resign,  or  be  removed.  While  therefore  Judge  Beatty  holds,  as  now 
he  holds,  the  office  of  Judge  of  the  Sixth  Judicial  District,  the  county 
of  White  Pine  can  have  no  District  Court.  It  is  therefore' not  in 
possession  of  that  system  of  government  which  prevails  in  all  other 
counties  of  the  State,  therefore  is  not  constitutionally  organized ; 
and  the  county  not  being  a  county  dejure^  has  no  legal  officers. 

n.  But  if  the  county  be  legally  and  dejure  a  county,  respond- 
ent is  not  the  legal  and  dejure  Sheriff.  His  appointment  by  the 
Le^lature  gives  no  indefeasible  tenure,  for  there  was,  when  he  was 
so  appointed,  no  law  in  force  giving  such  appointing  power  to  the 
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Legislature.  His  appointment  and  commission  by  the  Executive 
are  not  according  to  section  eight,  article  five,  of  the  Constitution, 
and  sections  forty-one,  and  forty-nine,  of  the  Act  of  1866,  238 ; 
nor  was  there  any  law  in  force  creating  the  county  when  the 
Governor  appointed  him.  5Lnd  further,  the  Constitution  does  not 
contemplate  an  original  filling  of  any  county  office  by  appointment. 
(Const.,  Art.  IV,  Sees.  26  and  32.) 

The  Legislature  cannot  appoint  county  officers  under  the  section 
of  the  Constitution  last  cited.  The  Legislature  is  required  to  pro- 
vide by  law  for  the  election  of  all  necessary  county  officers.  These 
requirements  are  strictly  mandatory,  and  ignore  and  cut  off  the 
original  filling  of  them,  in  any  other  way  than  by  election.  Hay 
pressio  unitMj  exchmo  aUeriuB^  applies,  for  if  the  Legislature  may 
adopt  another  mode  than  election  for  one,  it  may  for  all ;  if  it  may 
appoint  for  one  or  two  years,  it  may  for  any  and  all  time ;  and  would 
be  at  liberty  to  repeal  existing  laws  requiring  elections  by  the  peo- 
ple, pass  no  new  law  upon  the  subject,  and  at  each  session  appoint 
county  officers  for  each  county,  to  serve  until  their  successors  were 
agtun  in  like  manner  appointed.  (14  Wis.  163 ;  3  Brevard,  500 ; 
6  Cal.  41 ;  29  Cal.  450 ;  34  Cal.  450 ;  3  Nev.  173 ;  2  CaL 
213 ;  34  Cal.  470 ;  30  Cal.  680 ;  10  Ohio,  509.)  . 

An  office  that  never  had  an  incumbent  does  not  become  vacant, 
any  more  than  a  vacancy  happens  in  the  office  of  U.  S.  Senator, 
when  it  is  made  to  exist  because  a  State  is  originally  admitted  into 
the  Union.  An  office  canpot  become  vacant,  which  never  had  an  in* 
cumbent  in  it,  any  more  than  a  vacancy  can  happen  in  an  office  which 
never  had  an  incumbent  in  it.  What  can  cause  an  office  to  happen 
to  be  vacant  ?  Not  the  fact  that  it  was  never  filled,  but  the  death, 
removal,  or  resignation  of  the  incumbent,  before  the  legal  expiration 
of  his  term.  What  can  cause  an  office  to  become  vacant  ?  Not 
the  fact  that  it  was  never  filled ;  but  the  death,  removal,  or  resig- 
nation of  the  incumbent,  before  the  legal  expiration  of  his  term. 
If  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  (Art.  Y,  Sec.  8)  intended  the 
Executive  to  fill  an  office  originally  by  appointment,  they  would  not 
have  employed  language,  the  common  force  and  acceptation  of 
which  is  so  utterly  at  variance  with  the  meaning  intended  and  the 
power  sought  to  be  conferred  by  it ;   for  certainly  the  use  of  the 
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words  "  the  next  election  and  qualification,"  necessarily  raises  the 
presumption  that,  for  such  office,  there  had  been  at  least  one 
previous  election  and  qualification.  (See  Sec.  1555,  2  Story  on 
Const. ;  5  Jnd.  1 ;  10  Ind.  62.) 

Ag^n,  by  the  Constitution,  (Schedule,  Sec.  22)  if  the  Legis- 
lature create  a  new  judicial  district,  the  office  of  Judge  thereof  can 
originally  be  filled  only  by  election  by  the  voters  of  the  district  at 
the  next  general  election  after  the  creation  thereof.  This  un- 
doubtedly being  true,  how  can  a  new  county  be  created  and  organ- 
ized, with  a  system  of  government  uniform — ^like  that  of  other 
counties — at  a  time  when  it  cannot  possibly  have  a  District  Judge 
or  Court  ?  Without  them  how  could  the  public  revenue,  for  the 
State  and  the  new  county,  be  collected  ?  (See  7  Ohio,  546  ;  19 
Ind.  401 ;  Const'l  Debates,  702,  et  seq.) 

IV-  The  White  Pine  County  Act  is  unconstitutional  when  tried 
by  sections  seventeen,  twenty,  and  twenty-one  of  article  four  of 
the  Constitution.  The  purview  of  the  Act  as  expressed  in  the 
title  is  "  the  creation  and  organization  of  White  Pine  County  "  ; 
and  that  only  can  be  the  subject  legislated  upon  in  the  Act,  save 
that  matter  properly  connected  with  that  one  subject,  may  be  put 
in.  Again,  as  special  legislation  the  Act  is  plainly  inhibited,  for 
that  new  counties  can  be  created  and  organized  .under  general 
laws,  there  is  not  a  shadow  of  a  doubt.  (See  also  12  Ind.  640 ;  14 
Ind.  239, 306 ;  11  Ind.  199 ;  5  Ind.  4 ;  8  Ind.  217  ;  22  Ind.  461 ; 
9  Ind.  863.) 

Mesick  ^  Seelejfy  for  Respondent. 

I.  The  spirit  and  language  of  the  Constitution  (Art.  YIII, 
Sees.  1, 8,  and  10)  clearly  indicate  that  the  framers  of  that  instru- 
ment intended,  as  the  nature  of  the  case  itself  seems  to  require, 
that  new  counties  might  and  should  be  organized  by  special  enact- 
ment. For  otherwise,  counties  would  have  been  included  within 
the  terms  of  section  eight  with  towns  and  cities,  which  alone  are 
there  required  to  be  organized  by  general  laws.  The  omission  of 
counties  from  the  provisions  of  section  eight  appears  to  have  been 
made  ex  indti$tria  by  the  framers  of  the  Constitution.  (^People  v. 
iforriff,  21  Wend.  663.) 


116  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  [April, 


Clarke  v.  Irwin. 


II.  The  thing  which  is  complained  of  bj  the  relator,  namely, 
the  filling  of  the  county  offices  by  the  Legislature  or  by  its  direc- 
tion made  in  the  act  of  creation,  was  the  exercise  of  a  power  not 
only  not  prohibited  by  the  Constitution  by  any  express  provision, 
but  a  necessary  adjunct  of  such  creative  power  for  making  such 
municipal  corporation  operative  for  governing  the  county  and  per- 
forming its  corporative  functions  until  an  election  could  be  had 
under  the  general  laws,  and  so  prevent  the  anomaly  of  having  a 
county  without  a  county  government.  It  is  manifest  in  the  nature 
of  the  thing  that  the  corporate  entity  must  precede  the  exercise  of 
any  corporate  privileges  or  powers  by  the  corporators.  An  inter- 
val of  time  must  elapse  between  the  two  things.  During  this 
period  of  intervening  time,  the  county  offices  must  be  filled  other- 
wise than  by  an  election  by  the  people,  or  not  at  all.  Nor  can  it 
be  said  that  the  government  so  organized  preliminary  to  the  exer- 
cise of  the  right  of  election  by  the  people  is  in  contravention  of  the 
constitutional  direction  that  county  officers  shall  be  elected  by  the 
people.  Such  direction  was  undoubtedly  intended  as  part  of  the 
general  system  of  county  government  and  of  filling  county  offices, 
and  in  no  way  intended  for  or  adapted  to  the  emergencies  and 
special  occasions  which  might  give  birth  to  new  counties  and  bring 
them  in  a  position  to  fulfill  their  duties  and  perform  their  functions 
under  the  general  laws  of  the  State.  (^Hedley  v.  The  Board  of 
Commiasionersy  4  Blackf. ;  People  v.  Fisher ^  24  Wend»;  Stocking 
V.  The  Statey  7  Ind.  329.) 

III.  A  previous  filling  of  the  county  offices  is  indispensable  to 
the  holding  of  an  election  by  the  people.  It  would  be  idle  to  as- 
sume that  anybody  now  in  office  by  virtue  of  a  popular  election 
held  in  some  other  county  could,  agtdnst  the  legislative  will,  by  vir- 
tue of  such  election  conduct  the  affairs  of  this  new  county.  (Peo- 
pU  V.  Morrilly  21  Wend.  663.)  It  would  be  absurd  to  say  that 
an  election  by  the  people  to  fill  the  offices  of  this  new  county  in  the 
year  1870,  or  at  any  other  time,  can  be  held  unless  those  offices 
should  first  have  been  filled.  A  registration  of  voters,  the  prelimi- 
naries of  making  precincts,  appointing  election  officers  and  keeping 
a  record  of  them,  must  precede  such  election ;  the  maintenance  of 
the  peace,  protection  of  the  voters  and  the  ballot*box,  must  attend 
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the  election ;  and  a  proper  counting  of  the  votes  and  record  and 
proclamation  of  the  result,  with  the  granting  of  commissions  and  giv- 
ing of  bonds  and  taking  of  oaths  of  office,  must  intervene  the  elec- 
tion and  the  installation  of  any  officer  elected  bj  the  people. 

lY.  The  appointment  of  the  officers  by  the  Legislature  does  not 
infnnge  upon  either  the  popular  right  of  election  or  the  executive 
right  of  appointment.  A  popular  election  could  not  be  held,  and 
the  Constitution,  confers  the  right  of  appointment  on  the  Executive 
only  in  cases  when  there  is  no  law  in  existence  for  filling  the  offices. 
But  here,  in  the  law  creating  the  county,  provision  is  made  by  the 
creative  power  itself  for  filling  the  offices ;  and  the  creating  in- 
cludes the  poWer  of  organizing,  and  the  Legislature  might  as  ^ell 
itself  appoint  th^  various  officers  as  delegate  the  power  of  making 
such  appointments.  It  is  idle  to  say  that  such  appointments  are  in- 
valid because  the  law  making  them  is  not  general.  It  is  general 
for  White  Pine  County  and  the  people  of  that  county.  It  is  not 
needed  elsewhere  or  at  any  other  time.  If  it  be  unconstitutional 
as  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  in  respect  to  spec- 
ial laws,  it  is  difficult  to  see  that  any  case  can  arise  justifying  the 
enactment  of  a  special  law. 

y.  As  to  what  constitutes  a  vacancy  in  office,  we  submit  that 
the  construction  of  language  adopted  by  the  Court  in  the  case  of 
Stocking  v.  The  State^  (7  Indiana,  329)  is  to  be  preferred  to  the 
hypercriticism  and  refinements  sought  to  be  enforced  in  the  case  of 
the  State  v.  MeesTnorey  (14  Wisconsin).  It  seems  to  us  that  the 
language  ^*  when  from  any  cause  any  office  shall  become  vacant," 
is  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include  the  case  of  a  vacant  office 
never  filled.  One  of  the  meanings  given  by  lexicographers  to  the 
word  "  become,"  is,  "  to  be ;"  and  it  is  not  difficult  to  conceive  that 
the  framers  of  the  Constitution  used  the  term  with  that  meaning. 

C.  J.  HiUyeTy  also  for  Respondent. 

Only  two  objections  raised  seem  to  merit  reply :  First,  that  the 
law  is  obnoxious  to  the  constitutional  provision  respecting  special 
legislation ;  and,  second,  that  it  violates  the  .provisions  requiring 
the  officers  to  be  elected  by  the  people.  As  to  special  legislation, 
it  is  clear  that  the  law  is  not  embraced  within  any  of  the  enumerated 
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prohibited  subjects  of  section  twenty,  article  four.  It  is  not  a  law 
"  regulating  county  and  township  business,"  nor  "  regulating  the 
election  of  county  and  township  officers,"  nor  "  providing  for  open- 
ing and  conducting  elections,"  for  the  reason  that  it  makes  no  pro- 
visions about  elections  or  county  or  township  business  ;  nor  does  it 
violate  section  twenty-one.  The  argument  is  that  all  or  some  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  might  have  been  the  subject  of  general 
legislation,  and  that,  therefore,  it  was  unconstitutional  to  make  them 
applicable  to  bne  special  locality..  If  this  be  so,  then  there  is  an 
end  of  all  discriminating,  and  therefore  of  all  beneficial  legislation. 
It  might  as  well  be  all  done  by  a  machine.  If  this  be  so,  the  law 
incorporating  the  City  of  Virginia,  the  Act  to  aid  the  Virginia  and 
Truckee  Railroad,  the  Act  for  the  relief  of  C.  N.  Noteware,  the 
Sutro  Tunnel  Act,  the  Acts  fixing  the  time  of  elections  in  Virginia, 
Gold  Hill,  and  Austin,  and  the  law  fixing  the  terms  of  Court  of 
Esmeralda  County,  are  all  unconstitutional. 

It  is  plain,  however,  that  the  section  referred  to  is  purely  direc- 
tory, as  clearly  so  as  the  clause  prescribing  what  the  title  of  a  law 
shall  embrace.  (4  Cal.  888 ;  10  Cal.  306.)  Its  only  meaning  is, 
that  the  Legislature  shall  not  enact  laws  which  discriminate  unjustly 
and  oppressively,  and  that  when  the  circumstances  are  the  same 
the  law  shall  bear  equally.     (17  Cal.  554.) 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

This  is  an  information  by  the  Attorney  General  of  the  State  of 
Nevada  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto j  to  test  the  right  of  Edward 
Irwin  to  hold,  exercise  the  duties,  and  receive  the  emoluments  of 
the  office  of  Sheriff  of  White  Pine  County. 

The  facts  set  forth  are  not  denied ;  and  it  appears,  that  at  the 
last  session  of  the  Legislature,  a  bill  was  passed,  entitled  "  An  Act 
to  create  the  County  of  White  Pine,  and  provide  for  its  Organization." 
Certain  parties  were  named  in  the  bill  as  county  officers,  to  hold 
until  the  next  general  election,  Irwin  was  designated  as  Sheriff. 
Subsequent  to*  the  passage  of  the  bill,  and  during  the  month  of 
March,  1869,  the  Governor  of  the  State  commissioned  Irwin  as 
Sheriff;  such  commission  ^'  to  take  effect  April  1st,  1869,  and  to  be 
in  force  thereafter  until  the  first  Monday  in  January,  a.d.  1871. 


1869.]         SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  119 


Clarke  v.  Irwin. 


On,  or  soon  after  the  first  day  of  April,  Irwin  qualified  m  the  statu- 
tory  manner,  and  is  now  acting  as  Sheriff. 

Section  eight  of  the  Act  is  as  follows :  '^  The  provision  of  this 
Act  shall  take  efiect,  and  be  in  full  force,  from  and  after  the  first 
day  of  April,  a.d.  1869,  at  which  time  said  county  shall  be  duly 
organized." 

The  information  avers  that  the  Act  is  '^  unconstitutional  and 
void."    The  specifications  upon  argument  are : 

First.  Because  it  is  contrary  to  that  part  of  the  Constituiion  of 
the  State  which  prohibits  the  Legislature  from  passing  local  or 
special  laws,  regulating  the  election  of  county  and  township  officers. 

Second.  Because  it  is  obnoxious  to  that  part  of  our  Constitution 
which  requires,  that  in  all  cases  where  a  general  law  can  be  made 
applicable,  all  laws  shall  be  general  and  of  uniform  operation 
throughout  the  State. 

Third.  Because  it  violates  that  part  of  our  Constitution  which 
requires  county  officers  to  be  elected  by  the  people. 

Other  objections  are  made  by  counsel  for  the  State,  which,  if 
noticed,  would  involve  the  discussion  of  matter  not  properly  before 
this  Court,  wherefore  the  consideration  of  this  case  will  be  confined 
to  the  above  objections,  with  their  necessary  incidents. 

The  clauses  of  the  Constitution  referred  to  read  thus :  Art.  IV, 
Sec.  20.  ^^  The  Legislature  shall  not  pass  local  or  special  laws  in 
any  of  the  following  enumerated  cases,  that  is  to  say  .•  *  ♦  ♦ 
*  Regulating  the  election  of  county  and  township  officers.'  *  * 
Sec.  21.  ^  In  all  cases  enumerated  in  the  preceding  section,  and  in 
all  other  cases  where  a  general  law  can  be  made  applicable,  all  laws 
shall  be  general  and  of  uniform  operation  throughout  the  State.' 
Sec.  32.  '  The  Legislature  shall  provide  for  the  election,  by  the 
people,  of  *  *  *  Sheriflfe,  *  *  and  other  necessary  officers, 
and  fix  by  law  their  duties  and  compensation.'  " 

The  question  presented  is  grave,  not  only  in  its  immediate,  but 
its  ultimate  consequences,  and  should  be  so  decided  as  to  settie  the 
meaning  of  the  constitutional  provisions  quoted  or  involved  defi- 
nitely, with  reference  to  the  future  as  well  as  the  present,  and  the 
decision  thereon  should  be  unbiased  by  any  considerations  of  policy 
or  particular  emergency.     Endeavor  will  be  made  to  that  end. 
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For  forty  years  it  has  been  held  in  these  United  States,  ^'  Uiat 
the  power  of  determining  whether  a  given  law  is  repugnant  to  the 
principles  of  a  Constitution,  with  which  it  is  alleged  to  conflict, 
belongs  to  the  judiciary,  and  that  their  decision  is  conclusive." 
While  the  power  is  confessed,  it  is  always  exercised  in  subjection  to 
certain  rules  of  decision,  which  have  been  announced  in  an  unbroken 
current  of  opinion,  from  the  State  Courts  of  last  resort,  and  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  the  substance  of  which  is 
thus  well  expressed  by  Mr.  Sedgwick :  "  The  leading  rule  in 
regard  to  the  judicial  construction  of  constitutional  provisions  ia  a 
wise  and  sound  one,  which  declares  that  in  cases  of  doubt  every 
possible  presumption  and  intendment  will  be  made  in  favor  of  the 
constitutionality  of  the  act  in  question,  and  that  the  Courts  will  only 
interfere  in  cases  of  clear  and  unquestioned  violation  of  the  funda- 
mental law.  It  has  been  repeatedly  said,  that  the  presumption  is, 
that  every  State  statute,  the  object  and  provisions  of  which  are 
among  the  acknowledged  powers  of  legislation,  is  valid  and  consti- 
tutional, and  such  presumption  is  not  to  be  overcome  unless  the 
contrary  is  clearly  demonstrated."  Thus  guided,  attempt  will 
now  be  made  to  construe  the  constitutional  provisions  before  cited. 

Is  the  Act  a  local  or  special  law  ?  Mr.  Sedgwick  makes  '^  the 
leading  division  (of  statutes)  to  be  into  *  public  or  general,  and 
private  or  special.'  Public  or  general  statutes  are,  in  England, 
those  which  relate  to  the  kingdom  at  large.  In  this  country  they 
are  those  which  relate  to  or  bind  all  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
law-making  power,  limited  as  that  power  may  be  in  its  territorial 
operations,  or  by  constitutional  restraints.  Private  or  special  stat- 
utes relate  to  certain  individuals  or  particular  classes  of  men." 

The  twenty-second  section  of  article  fourth  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  State  of  Indiana  is  verbatim  with  that  of  Nevada,  save  that  it 
makes  more  exceptions  to  special  legislation.  Deciding  upon  a 
clause  of  such  section  it  is  said  :  ^^  What  is  a  special  Act  ?  It  is 
such  as  at  common  law  the  Courts  would  not  notice,  unless  it  were 
pleaded  and  proved,  like  any  other  fact."  (^Single  v.  The  StaUj 
24  Ind.  34.)  In  Wisconsin  distinction  is  made  between  the 
meaning  of  the  word  general,  when  used  in  opposition  to  the  word 
private,  and  when  used  in  distinction  to  the  words  special  or  local. 
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It  is  said :  ^*  But  it  nndoabtedlj  has  other  meanings.  It  is  used 
as  contradistinguished  from  local,  and  then  it  would  mean  operating 
over  the  whole  territory  of  the  State,  instead  of  in  a  particular 
locality.  It  is  used  also  as  contradistinguished  from  special,  and 
then  it  means  relating  to  all  of  a  class,  instead  of  to  one,  or  a  part 
of  that  class."  (^Clarke  y.  The  City  of  JanetviOe,  10  Wis.  180.) 
The  converse  of  the  latter  definition  will  properly  give  the  meaning 
of  the  words  local  and  special,  as  used  in  the  portion  of  the  Con- 
stitution cited,  and  under  such  definition  it  will  be  seen  that  the 
Act  in  question  is  clearly  local  and  special,  as  it  refers  to  only  one 
new  county  and  its  organization,  instead  of  to  all  new  counties ; 
and  to  those  only  of  a  class  or  whole,  occupying,  or  proposing  to 
occupy,  such  county.  Being,  then,  a  local  and  special  law,  is  it 
one  ^^  regulating  the  election  of  county  and  township  officers  ?" 

When  words  are  used  in  a  Constitution,  unless  so  qualified  by 
accompanying  language  as  to  alter  their  ordinary  and  usual  mean- 
ing, they  must  be  received  in  such  meaning.  The  word  "  elected," 
in  its  ordinary  signification,  carries  with  it  the  idea  of  a  vote,  gen- 
erally popular,  sometimes  more  restricted,  and  cannot  be  held  the 
synonym  of  any  other  mod^  of  filling  a  position.  (^Magruder  v. 
Swanjij  25  Md.  214.)  This  is  clearly  the  sense  of  the  use  of  the 
word  in  the  clause  referred  to,  especially  when  taken  in  connection 
with  sections  twenty-six  and  thirty-two  referring  to  the  same  sub- 
ject. Section  thirty-two  has  been  previously  quoted.  Section 
twenty-six  reads  thus :  "  The  Legislature  shall  provide  by  law  for 
ihe  election  of  a  Board  of  County  Commissioners  in  each  county." 
Now,  although  in  one  of  those  sections  the  Legislature  is  command- 
ed to  provide  for  an  ^^  election,"  and  in  the  other  for  ^^  an  election 
by  the  people,"  it  will  hardly  be  contended  that  the  same  mode  of 
election  was  not  contemplated  in  both  cases;  and  that  for  the  reason 
that  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  word  ^^elected  "  implies  a  popular 
vote,  unless  otherwise  qualified.  When,  then,  the  Legislature  is 
prohibited  from  passing  local  or  special  laws  ''  regulating  the  elec- 
tion of  county  and  township  officers,"  the  prohibition  runs  agamst 
making  distinctions  between  counties  or  townships  in  the  matters  of 
the  popular  election  of  their  officers.  In  the  Act  under  considera- 
tion no  such  attempt  is  made ;  the  election  of  county  and  townsUp 
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officers  is  left  under  the  general  election  law,  subject  to  all  its  pro- 
visions ;  when  that  law  operates  there  is  an  election,  and  not  until 
then ;  at  such  time  the  offices  and  officers  are  regulated  thereby. 
The  Act  is  not  then  liable  to  the  first  objection  made. 

Could  a  general  law  be  made  applicable  ?  The  briefs  on  the 
part  of  the  State  answer  that  question  unhesitatingly  in  the  affirm- 
ative ;  but  there  is  more  difficulty  about  it  than  is  admitted  therein. 
It  is  not  denied  that  the  Legislature  has  power  to  erect  a  county — 
that  is,  to  define  its  territorial  limits  and  boundaries  by  special  act, 
and  thereby  to  subdivide  one  or  more  old  counties ;  because  it  is 
said  such  action  is  clearly  a  part  of  proper  legislative  power  not 
prohibited,  and  no  general  law  could  in  such  case  be  made  appli- 
cable. It  would  seem  that  a  general  law  could  as  easily  be  made 
applicable  to  the  mere  erection  of  a  new  county,  as  in  providing 
for  its  organization.  A  general  law  might  be  passed,  that  all 
counties  having  a  certun  population  should  be  divided,  or  that  all 
counties  having  a  specified  area  of  territory  might  be  divided.  Of 
course,  it  is  no  argument  to  suggest  or  prove  an  error  in  the  propo- 
sition as  to  legislative  right  to  erect  new  counties  by  special  law,  and 
the  reference  is  made  simply  to  draw  attention  to  the  fact  that 
hardly  any  case  could  be  found  or  imagined  where  a  general  law 
could  not  be  framed  which  would,  in  default  of  one  special,  answer 
some  part  of  the  purpose  intended  to  be  accomplished  by  legis- 
lation. But  would  such  a  general  law  be  applicable,  is  always  the 
question.  A  law,  to  be  appUcable  in  the  sense  in  which  the  words 
are  evidentiy  used,  and  their  only  proper  sense  in  such  connection, 
must  answer  the  just  purposes  of  legislation ;  that  is,  best  subserve 
the  interests  of  the  people  of  the  State,  or  such  class  or  portion  as 
the  particular  legislation  is  intended  to  aifect.  A  general  law  could 
undoubtedly  be  passed  regulating  the  organization  of  new  counties, 
but  it  would  be  exceedingly  difficult,  i£not  impossible,  to  make  such 
law  applicable. 

The  creation  of  a  new  county  is  in  itself  an  act  ordinarily  de- 
manded by  the  emergency  of  the  occasion ;  but  such  emergency 
may  be  present  or  prospective,  and  is  rarely  in  any  individual 
instance,  surrounded  by  the  same  or  similar  circumstances  as  would 
characterize  another.    In  one  case  a  law  which  provided  for  filling 
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tiie  offices  at  general  election  would  answer  the  public  necessity ; 
in  another,  a  provision  for  a  special  election  would  be  appropriate ; 
in  another,  that  the  officers  of  the  county  from  whose  territory  a 
new  one  was  formed,  should  act  until  the  general  election  and 
qualification  of  officers  might  answer^ihe  purpose ;  but  how  evolve 
from  these  different  schemes  one  which  would  be  applicable  to  all, 
or  even  a  majority  of  cases  ? 

A  partial  iUustration  of  the  view  sought  to  be  expressed  can  be 
found  in  the  state  of  facts  probably  prompting  tiie  legislation  of 
last  winter  as  to  new  counties.  Thousands  of  people  had  centered 
in  a  portion  of  Lander  County ;  immigration  was  on  the  increase ;  as 
usual  in  all  newly*settied  mining  communities,  there  was  a  consid- 
erable number  of  lawless  adventurers,  and  great  demand  on  that 
and  other  accounts  for  immediate  government.  The  county  seat, 
the  only  place  where  county  officers  are  obliged  to  keep  offices,  was 
distant  more  than  one  hundred  miles.  Here,  then,  was  a  case 
demanding  immediate  action. 

On  the  other  hand,  immigration  was  tending  to  a  point  upon  the 
Central  Pacific  Railroad  and  its  vicinity,  which  would  in  all  proba- 
bility so  increase  before-^the  next  meeting  of  the  Legislature,  that 
a  new  county  would  there  be  a  necessity. 

For  the  first  of  these  cases,  the  Legislature  passed  the  present 
Act ;  for  the  second,  '^  An  Act  creating  the  County  of  Elko,  and 
providing  for  its  Organization ;"  which  county  was  placed  generally 
under  the  charge  of  the  officers  of  Lander  County  (Commissioners 
only  being  directed  to  be  appointed,  or  named  by  the  Governor} 
Until  it  should  appear  in  mode  provided  that  a  certain  territory 
taken  from  Lander  County  contained  more  than  a  thousand  regis- 
tered voters,  when  an  election  was  provided.  If  this  number  of 
voters  did  not  exist  by  a  certain  time  named,  the  county  continued 
under  the  charge  of  Lander  County  officers,  as  above  stated,  until 
the  next  general  election. 

How  fitune  a  general  law  which  would  meet  and  be  applicable  to 
the  different  requirements  of  even  these  two  cases  ? 

It  is  suggested,  that  a  newly-created  county  might  and  properly 
should  remain  in  suspense,  as  to  its  ultimate  and  regular  organiza- 
tion, until  the  general  election  next  occurring  after  its  creation ;  but 
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in  this  case,  it  might  never  be  organized,  because  it  does  not  follow 
that  the  new  county  being  so  in  suspense,  its  territory  would  be 
governed  bj  any  officers  previously  elected  in  the  same  territory. 
The  new  county  being  created  under  the  Constitution  and  general 
laws  of  the  State,  the  ordinary  county  and  township  offices  pres- 
ently exist.  They  are  separate  and  distmct  offices,  which  cannot 
be  held  save  by  some  one  elected  or  appointed  thereto ;  and  a  pro- 
vision that  any  officer  previously  elected  should  fill  them  would  be 
,open  to  the  objection  of  special  legislation  as  urged  by  the  State  in 
the  present  case. 

A  general  law  that  all  new  counties  should,  until  the  general 
election  next  ensuing  after  their  creation,  be  officered  by  those 
elected  to  hold  similar  offices  in  the  territory  of  which  the  new 
counties  might  be  formed,  would  have  suited  the  occasion  of  White 
Pine  County,  perhaps ;  but  how  would  it  answer  in  one  composed 
of  portions  of  Lander  and  some  other,  or  how  could  such  a  law  be 
made  applicable  to  a  new  county  carved  out  of  several  old  ones ; 
or  in  the  absence  of  a  law,  which  of  the  old  counties,  or  who  of  the 
old  officers,  would  have  jurisdiction  ?  A  discussion  of  this  question 
to  some  extent  will  be  found  in  The  BepvMic  v.  McLean^  (4  Yeates, 
499).  And  as  to  the  effect  of  the  creation  of  a  new  county  upon 
officers  of  the  old,  residing  in  the  new,  in  The  Stale  v.  ChoatSj 
(11  Ohio,  516),  and  The  People  v.  Morrell,  (21  Wend.  668)  all 
of  which  cases  throw  light  upon  the  general  proposition  under  con- 
sideration. 

The  organization  of  a  county  is  so  incident  to  its  creation,  and 
flows  so  naturally  therefrom,  that  it  partakes  of  the  special  pro- 
ceeding which  brings  the  county  into  existence  to  so  great  a  degree, 
that  it  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  effect  it  without  more  or  less 
of  special  le^lation,  in  order  to  have  the  law  applicable.  A 
general  election  could  not  be  held  in  a  new  county  without  special 
action,  votes  could  neither  be  registered  without  registry  agents, 
nor  counted  without  County  Commissioners  and  County  Clerk. 

Whether  a  general  law  could  be  made  applicable  to  the  different 
cases  likely  to  arise  is,  to  say  the  least,  doubtful.  The  Legislature 
has  by  its  action  decided  not ;  and  although  its  primary  right  to 
decide  must  be  governed  by  the  ultimate  power  of  the  Court  of 
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final  resort  to  inquire  into  and  decide,  the  point.  (^Thamas  et  ah, 
y.  Board  of  OommU,  of  the  County  of  Clay  et  aU.^  5  Ind.  4.) 
Tet  it  is  impossible  in  the  case  at  bar,  for  this  Court  to  saj  that  a 
general  law  could  be  made  applicable  to  the  organization  of  new 
counties ;  and  certainly  it  could  not  say,  that  the  question  is  so  free 
from  proper  and  reasonable  doubt,  that  there  is  a  clear  and  evident 
yiolation  of  the  Constitution  in  the  passage  of  the  Act  under  review ; 
but  adnutting  its  unconstitutionality  as  to  this  point,  then  by  the 
creation  of  the  county  a  vacancy  occurred,  which  the  Govemo» 
was  authorized  to  fill,  as  will  be  hereafter  shown.  Irwin  then 
holding  by  his  appointment  constitutionally  made,  his  right  to  the 
office  would  not  be  afiected.  The  second  objection  must  therefore 
fail. 

Does  the  Act  violate  that  part  of  our  Constitution  which  requires 
county  officers  to  be  elected  by  the  people  ?  The  clause  referred 
to  requires  the  Legislature  to  provide  for  such  election ;  that  the 
Legislature  has  already  done,  in  passing  a  general  and  uniform 
election  law,  applicable  to  all  counties  in  the  State ;  but,  because 
an  office  is  elective  and  must  under  general  laws  be  always  so  filled, 
it  by  no  means  follows  that  it  cannot  be  filled  temporarily  by  other 
means ;  and  when  the  Legislature  has  provided  generally  and  uni- 
formly for  elections  of  county  officers,  all  has  been  done  which  the 
Constitution  commands  in  that  regard ;  the  mandate  does  not  apply 
to  cases  of  emergency  or  special  occasion,  as  the  creation  of  a  new 
office,  or  a  vacancy.  To  assert  the  contrary  is  to  prove  too  much, 
as  it  would  follow  that  in  no  case  could  an  elective  office  be  filled 
save  by  election.  This  is  true  as  a  general  rule,  and  under  general 
laws ;  but  the  rule  does  not  cover  cases  not  falling  under  such  gen- 
eral laws.  (^State  of  Nevada  ex  reL  BtiU  v.  Washoe  Co.  Commis.y  4 
Nev.)  So  it  has  been  held  under  constitutional  provision  apparently 
more  specific  and  mandatory  than  the  one  referred  to.  In  New 
Tork  the  Constitution  declared,  that ''  Sheriffs  and  Clerks  of  coun- 
ties shall  be  chosen  by  the  electors  of  the  respective  counties  once 
in  every  three  years  and  as  often  as  vacancies  shall  happen." 
Commenting  thereon,  Justice  Bronson  says:  ** There  must  of 
necessity  be  an  interval  of  time  between  the  death,  resignation,  or 
removal  of  the  incumbent,  and  the  filUng  of  the  vacancy  by  the 
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electors ;  and  it  is  essential  to  the  public  welfare  that  some  person 
should  in  the  mean  time  discharge  the  duties  of  the  office.  The 
Legislature  has  provided  that  the  vacancy  shall  be  supplied  by  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election  after  it  happens,  (1  R.  S.  128, 
Sec.  8)  ;  and  that  in  the  mean  time  the  duties  of  the  office  shall 
be  discharged  either  by  the  deputy,  or  by  a  person  appointed  by 
the  Governor,  or  by  both  of  them.  This  space  in  which  the  office 
may  not  be  filled  by  election  can  nevef  exceed  one  year,  and  may 
sometimes  amount  only  to  a  few  days.  How  long  it  may  happen  to 
be,  provided  it  do  not  extend  beyond  the  next  annual  election,  is  a 
question,  I  think,  fairly  within  the  discretion  of  the  Legislature. 
The  language  of  the  Constitution  is  not  that  the  office  shaU  be 
filled  by  election  in  every  possible  coMj  nor  that  a  vacancy  shall  be 
supplied  in  that  manner  as  soon  as  it  happens ;  but  the  language 
is,  that  vacancies  shall  be  supplied  by  election  as  often  a^  they 
happen.  That  end  is  fairly  attained  by  referring  the  matter  to  the 
people,  at  their  next  stated  period  for  exercising  the  elective  fran- 
chise."    (^People  V.  Fisher,  24  Wend.  219.) 

Quoting  this  language,  Denio,  C.  J.,  remarks :  ^^This  view  is  so 
reasonable  as  to  command  the  assent  of  every  person."  (^People  v. 
Snedekevy  14  N.  T.  52.  See  also,  Hedley  v.  The  Board  of  Com- 
missionerSj  4  Blackf.  116.)  The  case  of  The  State  v.  Messmore, 
(14  Wis.  163)  cited  by  counsel  for  the  State,  so  far  as  it  touches 
the  present  question,  was  decided  upon  constitutional  provisions 
different  from  ours,  and  upon  the  ground  that  the  Le^slature,  in 
erecting  new  judicial  districts,  must  be  deemed  to  know,  that  no 
present  necessity  existed  for  an  immediate  appointment,  and  had 
always  legislated  according  to  the  construction  placed  by  the  Court 
on  the  Constitution.  Section  seven  of  article  seven  provides,  that 
the  Circuit  Judges  shall  be  chosen  by  the  qualified  electors  of  their 
circuits  respectively,  and  shall  be  so  classified  by  the  Le^slature 
that  one  of  them  shall  go  out  of  office  annually,  for  six  years,  and 
that  thereafter,  all  Judges  should  be  elected  for  six  years.  Secti(«i 
six  provides,  that  in  case  of  an  increase  of  circuits  the  Judge  or 
Judges  shall  be  elected  as  provided  in  this  Constitution.  The  ease 
is  hardly  in  point,  and  even  if  it  was,  could  not  be  held,  unless 
upon  much  clearer  reasoning  than  it  seems  to  contain,  to  over- 
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ride  the  authority  of  the  cases  cited  from  New  York.  As  it  is 
taken  then,  the  third  objection  to  the  Act  cannot  be  sustained. 

Incident  thereto,  however,  comes  the  question  of  the  filling  of 
the  county  offices.  It  is  argued  that  the  Legislature  cannot  fill, 
because  the  appointing  power  pertains  to  the  Executive  Depart- 
ment ;  and  the  case  of  State  v.  Kenrwn^  (7  Ohio,  N.  S.  546)  is 
cited  in  support  of  the  position.  The  decision  in  that  case  is  prob- 
ably correct;  but  it  is  based  upon  a  constitutional  provision  entirely 
unlike  any  to  be  found  in  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Nevada. 
By  such  provision  the  appointing  power  was  expressly  taken  away 
firom  the  Legislature  and  given  to  the  Governor,  as  a  recital  of  the 
clause  will  clearly  show : 

**  The  election  and  appointment  of  all  officers,  and  the  filling  of 
all  vacancies  not  otherwise  provided  for  by  this  Constitution  or  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  made  in  such  manner  as 
may  be  directed  by  law ;  hut  no  appointing  power  ihall  be  exercised 
hy  the  General  Assembly^  except  as  prescribed  in  this  Constitution ; 
and  in  the  election  of  United  States  Senators,  and  in  these  cases 
the  vote  shall  be  taken  viva  voce.^* 

Under  the  foregoing  provision  the  case  above  cited  was  decided — 
the  Court  holding  that  the  law  under  consideration  did  not  fall  within 
the  special  exception ;  and  that,  to  use  the  language  of  one  of  the 
Judges,  ^'  appointing  power  by  the  General  Assembly  is  thus  cut 
up  by  the  roots,  except  only  m  the  special  cases,  in  which  it  is 
expressly  given  by  the  Constitution  itself." 

In  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  the  appointing  power 
of  the  Legislature  is  neither  cut  up  by  the  roots,  nor  in  any  manner 
hampered,  save  where  the  Constitution  itself,  or  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution, provides  for  filling  a  vacancy.  The  former  prescribes  the 
mode  of  filling  vacancies  only  as  to  State  officers  and  members  of 
tiie  Legislature ;  the  latter,  as  to  United  States  Senators  and  Rep- 
resentatives in  Congress.  In  every  other  case  the  power  is  in  the 
Legislature,  to  be  by  it  regulated  by  law,  as  is  evident  from  the  fact 
that  no  provision  is  made  save  as  to  vacancies;  and  as  to  these,  the 
following  language  is  used : 

^' When  any  office  shall  from  any  cause  become  vacant,  and  no 
mode  is  provided  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  for  filling  such 
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vacancy,  the  Governor  shall  have  the  power  to  fill  such  vacancy  by 
granting  a  commission,  which  shall  expire  at  the  next  election  and 
qualification  of  the  person  elected  to  such  office."  (Const.  Nev., 
Art.  V,  Sec.  8.) 

Two  things  must  then  concur :  there  must  be  a  vacancy,  and  no 
provision  made  by  the  Constitution,  or  no  existent  law  for  filling  the 
same,  before  the  Governor  can  exercise  the  appointing  power. 
Now,  if  upon  the  creation  of  this  new  office,  because  it  is  such,  as 
the  office  of  Sheriff  of  White  Pine  County  had  no  existence  until  the 
passage  of  the  law  creating  the  county,  no  vacancy  occurred,  the 
office  remained  to  be  filled  by  some  power.  The  Governor  had  not 
that  power,  and  there  was  no  prohibition  upon  the  Legislature,  un- 
less it  exist  in  the  constitutional  provisions  heretofore  considered, 
and  it  has  been  seen  that  there  it  cannot  be  clearly  found,  as  appli- 
cable to  a  case  similar  to  the  present ;  wherefore  the  office  could  be 
properly  filled  by  the  Lej^lature.  If  there  was  a  vacancy,  then 
the  very  law  which  created  the  county  and  occasioned  the  vacancy 
filled  the  same,  and  there  was  no  such  condition  of  affairs  as  section 
eight,  article  five,  of  the  Constitution  suggests ;  but  upon  this  latter 
point  it  is  unnecessary  to  express  a  decided  opinion,  for  Irwin  has 
not  only  the  appointment  of  the  Legislature,  but  the  commission  of 
the  Governor,  so  if  the  case  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  sec* 
tion,  he  lawfully  holds,  if  there  can  be  a  vacancy  in  a  newly-created 
office,  never  previously  filled. 

There  is  some  difference  of  judicial  decision  upon  this  question, 
and  the  State  has  cited  cases  claimed  to  show  that  the  creation  of  a 
new  office  can  never  make  a  vacancy.  The  California  cases  con- 
flict with  each  other,  and  do  not  meet  squarely  the  precise  point 
here  presented.  The  case  of  The  State  v.  Measmorej  cited  before, 
was  as  to  the  present  question  decided  upon  the  following  constitu- 
tional clause :  ^^  When  a  vacancy  shall  happen  in  the  office  of  Judge 
of  the  Supreme  or  Circuit  Courts,  such  vacancy  shall  be  filled  by 
an  appointment  of  the  Governor,  which  shall  continue  until  a  suc- 
cessor is  elected  and  qualified ;  and  when  elected,  such  successor 
shall  hold  his  office  the  residue  of  the  unexpired  term."  The  word 
^*  vacancy  "  is  here  so  qualified  by  the  last  clause  that  the  Court  might 
well  have  expressed  its  opinion  as  claimed,  but  it  went  further  and 
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attempted  to  criticise  the  opinion  of  Stocking  y.  The  8tate^  (7  Ind. 
827)  upon  the  assumption  that  the  language  of  the  Indiana  Con- 
stitution was  in  all  ^'  material  respects"  like  that  of  Wisconsin,  and 
remarked  that  the  ^'  learned  Judges  of  Indiana  in  their  discussion 
of  Uie  question  seem  entirely  to  have  passed  over  the  language,  of 
the  section  of  their  Constitution  which  authorizes  the  Governor  to 
fill  vacancies  by  appointment,"  Examination  will  show  that  both 
these  statements  are  incorrect. 

It  is  held  in  the  case  of  Stocking  that  an  appointment  to  fill  a 
newly-created  ofSce  was  good  under  section  eighteen,  article  five, 
of  the  Constitution,  reading  thus :  ^^  Sec.  18.  When  during  a  re- 
cess of  the  General  Assembly,  a  vacancy  shall  happen  in  any  office, 
the  appointment  to  which  is  vested  in  the  General  Assembly,  or 
when  at  any  time  a  vacancy  shall  have  occurred  in  any  other  State 
office,  or  in  the  office  of  Judge  of  any  Court,  the  Governor  shall  fill 
such  vacancy  by  appointment,  which  shall  expire  when  a  successor 
shall  have  been  elected  and  qualified."  This  is  the  section  said  by 
the  Wisconsin  Court  to  be  in  all  '^  material  respects  "  like  that  of 
Wisconsin,  when  it  lacks  entirely  any  such  qualification  as  is  con- 
tained in  the  latter  clause  of  the  section  quoted  therefrom — ^^  and 
when  elected,  such  successor  shall  hold  his  office  the  residue  of  the 
unexpired  term ;"  which  words  force  the  construction  that  the  va- 
cancy spoken  of  could  only  exist,  happen,  or  be  where  an  office  had 
been  previously  filled. 

The  language  used  by  the  Court  of  Indiana  expresses  the  idea 
sought  to  be  illustrated  in  this  opinion,  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
word  *^  vacant,"  in  the  section  under  consideration  from  the  Consti- 
tution of  Nevada,  so  clearly  and  concisely,  that  it  is  adopted  as  part 
of  this  decision :  ^^  We  lay  no  stress  on  the  declaration  of  the  Leg- 
islature that  there  was  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  Circuit  Judge  of 
the  new  circuit.  If  there  was  a  vacancy,  it  existed  independent  .of 
that  declaration.  If  there  was  no  vacancy,  that  body  could  not 
create  one  by  a  declaratory  enactment.  The  vacancy  flowed  as  a 
natural  consequence  of  their  doing  what  they  had  a  right  to  do — 
to  create  a  new  circuit.  There  is  no  technical  nor  peculiar  mean- 
ing to  the  word  '  vacant,'  as  used  in  the  Constitution.  It  means 
empty,  unoccupied ;  as  applied  to  an  office  without  an  incumbent. 


180  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.        [Apml, 


Clarke  v.  Irwio. 


there  is  no  basis  for  the  distinction  urged,  that  it  applies  only  to 
offices  yacated  by  death,  resignation  or  otherwise.  An  existing 
office  without  an  incumbent,  is  vacant,  whether  it  be  a  new  or  an 
old  one.  A  new  house  is  as  vacant  as  one  tenanted  for  years, 
which  was  abandoned  yesterday.  We  must  take  the  words  in  their 
plun,  usual  sense.  (2  R.  S.,  228, 889,  and  841.)  The  emergency 
which  created  the  office  would  imply  that  the  vacancy  in  the  office 
of  Judge  in  the  new  circuit  should  be  filled  immediately.  The 
eighteenth  section,  article  five,  provides  that  the  Governor  shall, 
by  appointment,  fill  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  Judge  of  any  Court. 
We  think  this  apppointment  well  made  under  that  section."  Stock- 
ing V.  The  State^  7  Ind.  827.)  This  case  was  sustained  in  Mice 
V.  The  State,  (7  Ind.  382)  ;  DrUkdl  v.  The  State,  (7  Ind.  859) 
and  CoUim  v.  The  State,  (8  Ind.  850).  So  far,  then,  as  the  word 
vacant,  in  section  eight,  article  five,  is  concerned,  it  applies  as  well 
to  a  new  office  as  to  one  previously  filled ;  but  it  is  claimed  that  the 
laws  of  the  State  have  declared  what  shall  create  a  vacancy ;  the 
statute  is  not,  cannot  be,  exclusive.  The  Constitution  provides,  in 
some  instances,  what  shall  operate  a  vacancy,  as,  in  the  case  of  judi- 
cial officers,  an  absence  from  the  State  exceeding  three  months ; 
but  this  does  not  prohibit  the  Legislature  from  enumerating  other 
causes.  It  has  power  so  to  do,  and  has  done  so ;  it  could  not  prop- 
erly provide  that  what  the  Constitution  has  said  in  any  instance 
should  make  a  vacancy,  should  not  so  do ;  but  it  may  add  as  many 
other  causes  as  it  pleases,  an4  it  could  not,  by  attempting  to  define 
the  word  ^'  vacancy,"  limit  the  power  of  the  Governor  to  fill  a  vacan- 
cy, as  specified  in  section  eight,  article  five,  when  the  word  applies 
as  well  to  a  new  office  as  to  one  previously  filled.  It  is  said  that 
frivolous  or  improper  causes  may  be  assigned ;  this  may  be  so,  and 
there  may  be  no  remedy :  when  the  case  arises  it  will  be  time  to 
look  for  one ;  but  to  suggest  the  possible  abuse  of  a  power  is  no 
argument  against  either  its  existence  or  appropriate  exercise. 

The  Legislature  has  already  defined  what  shall  constitute  a 
vacancy  in  an  office  which  has  been  before  filled.  Indeed,  in  sub- 
division five,  of  section  thirty-five  of  the  election  law,  it  provides  a 
cause  which  would  apply  to  a  newly-created  office,  if  there  had 
been  an  election  therefor ;  but  having  done  all  this,  does  not  pre- 
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clade  farther  declaration  on  the  subject.  That  all  cases  should  be 
provided  for  by  general  law,  if  the  same  can  be  made  applicable,  is 
true ;  but  this  and  similar  cases  would  seem  to  properly  fall  within 
the  contemplation  of  the  Constitution  as  instances  where  no  law  had 
been  passed,  and  then  the  power  must  be  in  the  Governor  to  fill 
them.  While,  therefore,  it  is  not  held  that  the  Legislature  could 
not  properly  name  the  county  officers  in  the  bill,  nor  that  the  case 
was  one  of  vacancy  wHch  the  Governor  alone  could  fill,  it  is  decided 
that  if  it  fall  in  either  category  Irwin  is  lawfully  placed.  If  the 
Legislature  had  the  power  to  nominate,  he  holds  its  appointment ;  if 
there  was  no  such  power,  or  the  power  was  improperly  exercised, 
then  the  Governor  had  the  appointment,  and  Irwin  holds  his  com- 
mission. 

The  fact  that  the  appomtment  was  made  by  either  Legblature  or 
Governor  before  the  first  of  April,'  cannot  invalidate  it ;  both  were 
made  to  take  effect  upon  a  future  day.  Had  the  day  never  come, 
or  Irwin  died  before,  he  held  nothing  under  either  appointment, 
tiie  office  was  existent,  but  its  duties  were  suspended  until  a  time 
fixed.    (^The  State  of  Ohio  v.  Charles  MeCaUister,  11  Ohio,  46.) 

The  portions  of  the  Act  examined  are  so  independent  of  the  re- 
mainder, that  the  conclusions  reached  upon  their  constitutionality 
determine  this  case.  No  opinion  is  here  expressed,  nor  intimation 
made,  with  reference  to  the  part  of  the  Act  unexamined,  as  it  would 
be  idle  to  express  an  opinion,  which  could  be  no  decision,  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  given  with  regard  to  matters  not  necessarily  aris- 
ing in  the  case. 

As  to  that  portion  of  the  Act  affecting  Irwin,  and  of  course  officers 
in  like  circumstances,  it  is  not  unconstitutional,  and  judgment  must 
be  rendered  for  Irwin,  that  he  is  entitled  to  hold  the  office  of  Sheriff 
of  White  Pine  County,  as  by  him  claimed. 

It  is  so  ordered. 
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THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA,  Rbspondbnt,  v.  CHARLES  U. 

McCLUER,  Appellant. 

DxGRXx  or  pROor  to  Rxbut  Prxsu  vption  or  Murdeb.  A  charge  to  the  jury  in  a 
murder  case  that,  if  the  intentional  killing  is  established  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  and  the  proof  of  the  killing  does  not  manifest  that  the  crime  amounted 
only  to  manslaughter,  or  was  justifiable  or  excusable  homicide,  the  burden  of 
proving  circumstances  in  mitigation,  justification,  or  excuse,  would  devolve  upon 
the  defendant ;  and  that  **  this  burden  being  cast  upon  the  defendant,  it  is  not 
Bufiicient  for  him  to  raise  a  reasonable  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  jury  whether 
or  not  such  circumstances  exist,  but  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  establish  to  your 
satisfaction,  by  preponderating  proof,  that  there  are  circumstances  to  mitigate, 
justify,  or  excuse  the  homicide  " :   ffeldy  error. 

Accused  Persons  entitled  to  the  BENsriT  or  Reasonable  Doubt,  however 
ARISING.  In  criminal  prosecutions  the  guilt  of  the  accused  must  be  proved 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt ;  but  if  sach  doubt  be  raised,  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  it  be  raised  by  the  evidence  for  the  prosecution  or  by  that  for  the 
defendant. 

PROor  Required  to  Sustain  Dstensx  in  Murder  Cases.  Where  a  voluntary 
homicide  is  proved  by  the  State,  and  its  testimony  shows  no  circumstances  of 
mitigation,  excuse,  or  justification,  the  burden  of  establishing  such  mitigation, 
excuse,  or  justification,  devolves  upon  the  defendants ;  but  he  is  not  required  to 
establish  the  facts  constituting  his  defense  either  by  proof  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  or  by  proof  preponderating  over  or  outweighing  that  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution. 

State  v.  Waterman,  (1  Nev.  643)  in  so  far  as  it  expresses  an  opinion  that  the  rule 
there  held,  to  the  effect  that  a  defendant  in  a  prosecution  for  robbery  is  not 
required  to  produce  preponderating  proof  to  establish  the  facts  of  his  defense, 
does  not  apply  in  cases  of  homicide,  disapproved. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Sixth  Judicial  District, 
Lander  County. 

The  defendant  was  indicted  at  the  September  Term,  1868,  of 
the  Court  below,  for  the  murder  of  John  H.  Walker,  committed  in 
Lander  County  on  July  29th,  1868,  by  shootmg  with  a  gun.  The 
trial  came  on  at  the  same  term  and  resulted  in  a  conviction  for 
murder  in  the  first  degree.  Motions  in  arrest  of  judgment  and  for 
a  new  trial  having  been  overruled,  the  defendant  appealed. 

Aldrich  ^  DeLong^  for  Appellant. 

The  charge  of  the  Court  below  left  the  jury  to  infer,  that  even  if 
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from  a  view  of  the  whole  case — that  is,  from  a  consideration  of  the 
testimony  adduced  by  the  prosecution  and  the  defendant — ^there 
should  be  in  their  minds  a  reasonable  doubt  of  the  guilt  of  the  de- 
fendant, they  must  still  convict  of  murder  in  the  first  degree, 
nnless  the  doubt  should  be  created  by  testimony  adduced  by  the 
prosecution.  In  other  words,  the  defendant  must  do  more  (a 
homicide  having  been  committed  by  him)  than  to  raise  by  his 
proofs  a  reasonable  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  jury  as  to  his  guilt. 
The  lavr  presuming  malice  in  cases  of  homicide,  he  must  negative 
the  malicious  intent  by  preponderating  evidence.  Should  the  jury 
have  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  malicious  intent,  they  must  still 
convict.  This  was  an  incorrect  statement  of  the  law  in  its  appli- 
cation to  the  present  case,  and  the  defendant  has  been  deprived  by 
the  charge  of  the  benefit  of  that  humane  principle  of  law  which 
requires  an  acquittal  where  there  is  reasonable  doubt  of  guilt, 
whether  that  doubt  be  raised  by  the  testimony  of  the  prosecution 
or  defense.  Greeenleaf  (3  Greenl.  Ev.  84)  thus  hjs  down  the 
rule :  '^  A  distinction  is  to  be  noted  between  civil  and  criminal  cases 
in  respect  to  the  degree  or  quantity  of  evidence  necessary  to  justify 
the  jury  in  finding  their  verdict  for  the  government.  In  civil  cases 
their  duty  is  to  weigh  the  evidence  carefully,  and  to  find  for  the 
party  the  evidence  preponderates,  although  it  be  not  free  from  reason- 
able doubt.  But  in  criminal  trials  the  party  accused  is  entitied  to 
the  benefit  of  the  legal  presumption  in  favor  of  mnocence,  which, 
in  doubtful  cases,  is  always  sufficient  to  turn  the  scale  in  his  favor. 
It  is,  therefore,  a  rule  of  criminal  law  that  the  guilt  of  the  accused 
must  be  fully  proved.  Neither  a  mere  preponderance  of  evidence, 
nor  any  weight  of  preponderant  evidence,  is  sufficient  for  the  pur- 
pose, unless  it  generate  full  belief  of  the  fact  to  the  exclusion  of 
all  reasonable  doubt.  ^^  For  it  is  not  enough  that  the  evidence  goes 
to  show  his  guilt ;  it  must  be  inconsistent  with  the  reasonable  sup- 
position of  his  innocence."  (See  also  Ogletree  v.  The  State^  28 
Ala.  693 ;  1  Bishop's  Crim.  Procedure,  603.) 

The  charge  ignores  entirely  the  existence  of  any  reasonable 
doubt  as  to  the  intent  or  design  with  which  the  killing  took  place, 
unless  that  intent  or  design  were  discovered  by  the  testimony  for 
the  prosecution. 
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Again :  The  jury  was  told  it  was  not  for  the  State  to  prove  beyond 
a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  killing  was  malicious ;  but  the  malice 
being  presumed,  it  was  for  the  defendant  to  prove  bj  preponder- 
ating evidence,  etc.,  that  the  killing  was  not  malicious.  Does  not 
this  entirely  ignore  and  overthrow  the  doctrine  of  presumed  inno- 
cence ? 

Again:  The. charge  informs  the  jury  that  the  homicide  being 
proven  as  having  been  intentional,  malice  is  presumed ;  in  other 
words,  guilt  of  murder  is  presumed.  The  testimony  shows  that  at 
the  time  of  the  killing  the  parties  were  each  firing,  and  it  is  doubt- 
ful which  fired  first.  Admitting  that  the  law  presumes  murder 
under  such  circumstances,  which  degree  of  murder  is  presumed  ? 
We  insist  that  only  murder  in  the  second  degree  is  presumed,  and 
that  the  jury  should  have  been  thus  told.  (See  dissenting  opinion 
of  Lewis,  J.,  in  State  v.  MUlainj  3  Nev.  474.) 

Robert  M.  Clarke^  Attorney-General,  for  the  Respondent. 

It  is  objected  that  the  instruction  of  the  Court  below  erroneously 
stated  the  rule  of  evidence.  If  it  be  not  an  entirely  sufficient  answer 
to  this,  that  the  instruction  is  in  the  words  of  the  statute  (Stats. 
1861,  61,  Sec.  88)  transposed  merely,  the  objection  ought  at  least 
to  be  silenced  by  the  repeated  decisions  of  tiiis  Court.  In  The 
State  v.  Watermanj  (1  Nev.  565)  the  Court  says :  "  Whenever 
the  prosecution  establishes  a  voluntary  killing  on  a  trial  for  murder 
by  proof  of  the  first  class,  the  law  presumes  malice,  and  dispenses 
with  all  proof  thereof  by  the  prosecution.  If  the  defendant  attempts 
to  rebut  this  legal  presumption,  Courts  have  generally  held  that  it 
is  not  sufficient  to  raise  a  doubt  as  to  whether  the  defendant  was 
actuated  by  malice,  or  an  excusable  motive  in  taking  life.  But 
there  must  be  a  preponderance  of  evidence  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant on  this  point."  (See  also  The  State  v.  Mufus  B.  Anderson^ 
4  Nev.  .) 

[A  number  of  other  points  were  made  and  argued  by  counsel, 
but  as  they  were  not  passed  on  by  the  Court,  and  would  throw  no 
light  on  the  decision,  they  are  omitted.] 
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By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

The  Court  below  in  submitting  this  case  to  the  jury,  charged 
them  in  reference  to  the  degree  of  proof  on  the  part  of  the  State 
necessary  to  a  conviction,  and  on  that  of  defendant  to  an  acquittal, 
in  this  manner:  ^^  IS  howeyer  you  should  be  satisfied  beyond  all 
reasonable  doubt  that  the  defendant  did,  on  or  about  the  twenty- 
ninth  day  of  July  last,  in  Lander  County,  yoluntarily,  that  is  in- 
tentionally, kill  John  H.  Walker,  the  law  raises  the  presumption 
that  the  killing  was  malicious,  and  consequently  that  it  is  murder ; 
and  unless  the  same  proof  that  establishes  the  killing  sufficiently 
manifest  that  the  crime  committed  only  amounts  to  manslaughter, 
or  that  the  accused  was  justifiable  or  excused  in  committing  the 
homicide,  the  burden  of  proving  circumstances  of  mitigation,  or 
that  justify  or  excuse  it,  devolve  upon  the  defendant.  This  burden 
being  cast  upon  the  defendant,  it  is  not  sufficient  far  him  to  raise 
a  reasonable  dovht  in  the  minds  of  the  jury  whether  or  not  such 
eireumgtances  exist j  but  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  establish  to  your 
satisfaction  by  preponderating  proof  that  there  are  circumstances 
to  mitigate^  justify  y  or  excuse  the  homicide*^ 

What  is  to  be  understood  by  the  latter  clause  of  this  charge  ? 
Clearly,  that  if  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  State  whereby  the 
kiUmg  is  established  did  not  also  develope  circumstances  sufficient 
to  reduce  the  crime  to  manslaughter  or  to  acquit  entirely,  then  the 
jury  might  convict  of  murder,  unless  the  defendant  proved  by  a 
preponderance  of  evidence,  that  is,  as  we  understand  it,  evidence 
outweighing  that  of  the  State,  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  that 
crime,  and  that  it  was  not  sufficient  for  him  to  raise  a  reasonable 
doubt  in  their  minds  as  to  whether  he  was  so  guilty  or  not.  This, 
it  seems  to  us,  is  the  fair  interpretation  of  this  instruction.  The 
expression  ^^  that  it  is  not  sufficient  for  the  defendant  to  raise  a 
reasonable  doubt  as  to  whether  there  were  circumstances  to  justify 
the  homicide,"  or  not,  certainly  means,  that  if  upon  a  consideration 
of  the  evidence,  both  for  and  against  the  defendant,  that  for  him 
is  only  sufficient  to  make  it  reasonably  doubtful  whether  he  has 
established  his  innocence  or  not,  the  jury  must  convict.  If  it  be 
claimed  that  the  intention  was  simply  to  instruct  the  jury  that  thei 
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evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  taken  entirely  by  itself  in 
nowise  considered  with  respect  to  the  case  made  out  by  the  State 
against  him — that  is,  taking  the  affirmative  facts  or  circumstances 
upon  which  the  defendant  relies  for  his  defense,  as  if  the  proof  by 
the  State  had  not  in  the  least  disprovcrd  them,  then  the  defendant's 
evidence  is  not  sufficient  if  it  only  raise  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to 
whether  they  exist  or  not ;  we  answer  that  such  is  not  the  purport 
of  the  instruction,  nor  is  it  at  all  probable  the  jury  so  understood 
it.  It  appears  plainly  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  State  having 
made  out  its  case  and  so  thrown  the  defendant  upon  his  defense, 
his  evidence  must  do  more  than  raise  a  reasonable  doubt  whether 
he  was  guilty  or  not,  for  if  there  be  a  reasonable  doubt  whether  he 
has  established  the  fSobcts  constituting  the  defense,  of  course  the 
same  doubt  exists  as  to  whether  he  be  guilty  on  the  whole  evidence 
or  not.  Such  is  the  impression  which  the  language  of  the  instruc- 
tion is  likely  to  convey,  and  it  is  hardly  possible  to  presume  that 
the  jury  did  not  so  understand  it.  So  interpreted,  the  instruction 
clearly  to  our  mind  misstates  the  law.  It  is  a  wise  and  humane 
rule  of  criminal  jurisprudence  recognized  wherever  the  common 
law  has  made  its  way,  and  reaffirmed  by  our  statute  law,  that  in 
criminal  prosecutions  the  guilt  of  the  defendant  must  be  proven 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  But  how  can  this  instruction  be  har- 
monized with  this  rule  ?  Can  it  be  said  if  the  jury  have  a  reason- 
able doubt  whether  the  defendant  was  justifiable  or  not,  or  whether 
there  were  circumstances  sufficient  to  reduce  the  crime  to  man- 
slaughter, that  they  are  satisfied  of  his  guilt  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt.  How  is  it  possible  to  have  a  reasonable  doubt  whether  a 
certain  fact  exists  or  not,  and  still  be  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  that  it  does  exist  ?  Now  if  the  jury  in  this  case  had  a 
reasonable  doubt  whether  there  were  circumstances  sufficient  to 
reduce  the  crime  of  which  the  defendant  is  accused  to  man- 
slaughter, how  could  they  be  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
that  he  was  guilty  of  murder  7  These  two  states  of  mind  are  as 
incompatible  as  light  and  darkness,  or  doubt  and  absolute  certainty 
upon  the  same  proposition. 

K  all  reasonable  doubts  must  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant, what  is  the  difference  whether  these  doubts  be  rtused  by  the 
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evidence  for  the  State  or  the  defendant  ?  There  certainly  can  be 
none :  the  letter  as  well  as  the  spirit  of  the  law  makes  it  incumbent 
npon  the  prosecution  to  establish  his  guilt  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt.  The  statute,  it  is  true,  declares  that  when  the  homicide  is 
proven  by  the  State,  and  no  circumstances  of  mitigation,  excuse,  or 
justification  are  shown,  the  burden  of  establishing  such  mitigation, 
excuse,  or  justification  devolves  upon  the  defendant;  but  nothing  is 
said  about  the  degree  of  proof  necessary  to  be  adduced  by  him  to 
maintain  his  defense.  He  is  not  required  to  establish  the  facts 
constituting  his  defense  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  (^People  v. 
MeCann,  16  N.  Y.  68;  People  y.  Coffman,  24  Cal.  280);  nor 
by  evidence  preponderating  over  that  produced  against  him  by  the 
State :  but  only  to  raise  such  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the  jury  that 
they  cannot  be  satisfied  of  his  guilt  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 
An  instruction,  substantially  like  this,  was  after  a  very  thorough  con< 
fflderation  held  erroneous  by  this  Court  in  the  case  of  The  State  v. 
Waterman^  (1  Nev.  543).  It  was  said  in  that  case,  that  perhaps 
the  same  rule  would  not  apply  in  cases  of  homicide ;  however,  we 
can  see  no  reason  why  it  should  not,  nor  why  the  reasoning  in  that 
case  should  not  apply  here.  The  conclusion  attained  in  that  case, 
and  the  views  here  expressed,  are  fuDy  borne  out  by  many  very 
respectable  authorities :  (  The  State  v.  Bartlett,  43  N.  Hamp.  224 ; 
Hopps  V.  The  People,  31  111.  885 ;  French  v.  The  State,  12  Ind. 
670 ;  Hall  v.  The  State,  8  Ind.  489 ;  Commonwealth  v.  McKie,  1 
Gray,  61.)  This  portion  of  the  instruction  is  therefore  erroneous. 
Nor  do  we  think  the  defendant  is  required  to  establish  his  defense 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury  by  preponderating  proof,  if  by  it  is 
to  be  understood  proof  outweighing  that  on  the  part  of  the  prosecu- 
tion. Such  is  certainly  the  idea  which  the  instruction  naturally  con- 
veys. By  preponderating  evidence,  as  usually  used,  is  meant  evi- 
dence outweighing  the  evidence  opposed.  The  jury  in  this  case 
must  have  understood  from  this  portion  of  the  instruction  that  they 
could  not  acquit,  unless  the  proof  introduced  by  the  defendant  to 
establish  mitigating  circumstances  outweighed  the  proof  of  a  delib- 
erate purpose  to  kill,  and  the  presumption  of  malice  resulting  there- 
from  as  made  out  by  the-  State.  Such  is  not  the  correct  rule  of 
evidence.     What  has  already  been  said  will  apply  with  equal  force 
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to  this  last  portion  of  the  instruction — ^for  if  it  be  sufficient  that  the 
defendant's  evidence  raise  a  reasonable  doubt  of  his  guilt,  or  rather 
if  it  be  such  that  his  guilt  is  not  established  bejond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  he  must  be  acquitted — ^he  is  certainly  not  required  to  prove 
his  defense  by  preponderating  evidence.  Upon  principle,  surely,' 
he  cannot  be.  Nor  are  we  without  authority  to  support  these  views, 
as  will  be  seen  by  an  examination  of  the  cases  last  referred  to.  In 
The  State  v.  Bartlett  the  question  here  considered  was  veiy  ably 
discussed,  and  the  proposition  embodied  in  this  instruction  very 
clearly  shown  not  to  be  the  correct  rule  of  law.  In  Hoppa  v.  The 
People^  which  was  a  prosecution  for  murder — ^the  defense  being  that 
of  insanity — the  lower  Oourt  charged  the  jury,  that  if  the  act  was 
proven  to  their  satisfaction  by  the  weight  and  preponderance  of 
evidence,  to  have  been  one  of  insanity  only,  the  prisoner  was  en- 
titied  to  an  acquittal,  though  the  defense  be  not  proved  beyond  all 
reasonable  doubt.  This  charge,  which  is  certainly  more  favorable 
to  the  prisoner  than  that  in  this  case,  was  held  incorrect — the  major- 
ity of  the  Court  holding,  that  the  defendant  was  not  required  to 
establish  his  defense  by  preponderatmg  evidence.  So  in  Hall  v. 
The  State,  the  jury  were  instructed  thus:  "  If  the  property  stolen, 
or  a  portion  of  it,  was  found  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  in  a 
short  time  after  the  larceny  was  perpetrated,  it  would  be  your 
duty  to  find  the  defendant  guilty,  unless  he  satisfies  you,  from  the 
evidence,  that  he  came  by  the  horse  honestly."  Upon  this  the  Ap- 
pellate Court  say :  ^^  This  instruction,  as  a  general  proportion,  was 
incorrect.  The  Court  should  have  told  the  jury  that  Hhey  might' 
instead  of  that  Hhey  should'  find  the  defendant  guilty..  See  a 
correct  instruction  on  this  point,  in  EngUman  v.  The  State,  (2  Ind. 
91) — eaxept  as  to  the  modification  we  now  append  to  the  second 
branch  of  the  one  under  consideration,  tohich  is  that  the  defendant 
was  not  bound  to  satisfy  the  Jury  that  he  came  honestly  by  the  poS' 
session  of  the  property  alleged  to  be  stolen  ;  but  only  to  go  so  far  a% 
to  raise  a  reasonable  doubt  whether  he  had  not  so  came  by  it-^for 
in  criminal  cases  the  jury  mu%t  acquit  upon  a  reasonable  doubtJ^ 
French  v.  The  State  was  a  prosecution  for  murder.  Upon  the  trial 
the  jury  were  instructed,  that  ^^  evidence  which  tends  to  establish  tiie 
defendant's  guilt,  also  tends  in  an  equal  degree  to  prove  that  he  was 
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present  at  the  time  and  place  when  and  where  the  deed  was  commit- 
ted. And  if  he  seeks  to  prove  an  aUbiy  he  most  do  it  by  evidence 
which  outweighs  that  ^ven  for  the  State,  tending  to  fix  his  presence 
at  the  time  and  place  of  the  crime."  Of  this  the  Appellate  Court 
say :  ^^  This  instruction  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  general  rule 
of  law,  as  applied  either  in  civil  or  criminal  cases — ^for  in  the  former 
the  defendant  is  not  bound  to  produce  evidence  which  outweighs 
tiiat  of  the  plaintiff.  If  he  produces  evidence  that  exactly  balances 
it  so  as  to  leave  no  preponderance,  he  defeats  the  suit  against  him."       ^ 

And  in  criminal  cases  the  rule  is,  that  if  the  defendant  produces 
evidence  which  raises  a  reasonable  doubt  of  the  truth  of  the  charge  V 
against  him,  he  must  he  acquitted.  And  this  doubt  may  arise 
upon  the  whole  of  the  evidence  in  the  case.  ^^  Neither  a  mere 
preponderance  of  evidence,  nor  any  weight  of  preponderant  evi- 
dence, is  sufficient  to  convict,  unless  it  generate  full  belief  of  the 
fiict  of  guilt  to  the  exclusion  of  all  reasonable  doubt. 

There  are  dicta,  and  some  decided  cases  admittedly  opposed  to 
these  views,  however  we  think  them  fully  supported  both  by  prin- 
ciple and  the  weight  of  authoritjr.  But,  so  far  as  ih^  case  is  con- 
cerned, we  might  admit  that  the  rule  as  laid  down  in  Commonwealth 
y.  York,  (9  Met.  93)  which  is  referred  to  as  a  leading  case  m  oppo- 
ffltion  to  our  opinion  without  chan^ng  the  conclusion  here  arrived 
at,  for,  it  will  be  seen,  the  rule  of  that  case  is  strictly  limited  to 
those  cases  where  the  killing  is  proven  by  the  prosecution  to  have 
been  committed  by  the  defendant,  and  nothing  further  is  shown. 
(^Commonwealth  v.  Hawkins,  8  Qray,  468.)  But  it  is  conceded 
by  the  same  Court,  that  in  a  case  where  any  evidence  whatever  is 
developed  by  the  prosecution  tending  to  mitigate,  excuse,  or  justify 
the  killing,  or  in  any  wise  to  establish  a  defense,  the  doctrine  of 
York's  case  has  no  application.  Such  was  the  holding  in  jPAe 
Commonwealth  v.  McKie,  (1  Gray,  61)  a  decision,  it  appears  to 
us,  directly  supporting  the  views  we  have  expressed,  when  applied 
to  a  case  like  this,  where  the  facts  and  circumstances  constituting 
the  defense  were  developed  by  the  prosecution.  In  that  case  Mc- 
Kie  was  indicted  for  an  assault  and  battery  on  one  Eaton  with  a 
dangerous  weapon.  The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Common- 
wealth tended  to  show  that  the  defendant  struck  Eaton  with  a  dan- 


140  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.        [April, 


The  State  of  KeTada  v.  McGluer. 


gerous  weapon  in  the  manner  charged  in  the  indictment ;  and  also 
that  Eaton  had  spit  in  the  face  of  the  defendant  immediately  before 
the  striking.  The  defense  was  justification,  because  of  the  insult 
offered  him.  The  Appellate  Court,  although  expressly  stating  that 
the  evidence  for  the  defendant  constituted  no  justification,  and  say- 
ing that  the  jury  should  have  been  instructed  that  the  defendant 
had  not  established  his  defense,  and  that  he  was  liable  to  be  con- 
victed of  the  offense  charged  against  him,  yet  revered  the  case 
because  the  Court  below  refused  to  charge  them  "  that  if  on  all  the 
evidence  they  were  satisfied  of  the  beating,  but  were  left  in  reason- 
able doubt  whether  the  beating  was  justifiable,  they  should  acquit 
the  prisoner."  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  Judge 
Bigelow  says :  ^'  But  further,  the  rule  of  the  burden  of  proof  can- 
not be  made  to  depend  upon  the  order  of  proof,  or  upon  the  par- 
ticular mode  in  which  the  evidence  in  the  case  is  introduced.  It 
can  make  no  difference,  in  this  respect,  whether  the  evidence  comes 
from  one  party  or  the  other.  In  the  case  supposed,  if  it  is  left  in 
doubt,  on  the  whole  evidence,  whether  the  act  was  the  result  of 
accident  or  design,  then  the  criminal  charge  is  left  in  doubt.  Sup- 
pose a  case  where  all  the  testimony  comes  from  the  side  of  the  prose- 
cution. The  defendant  has  a  right  to  say  that  upon  the  proof,  so 
introduced,  no  case  is  made  against  him,  because  there  is  left  in 
doubt  one  of  the  essential  elements  of  the  offense  charged,  namely, 
the  wrongful,  unjustifiable,  and  unlawful  intent.  The  same  rule  must 
apply  where  the  evidence  comes  from  both  sides,  but  relates  solely  to 
the  original  transaction  constituting  the  alleged  criminal  act,  and 
forming  part  of  the  rez  geatce. 

<^  Even  in  the  case  of  homicide,  where  a  stricter  rule  has  been 
held  as  to  the  burden  of  proof  than  in  other  criminal  cases,  upon 
peculiar  reasons  applicable  to  that  offense  alone,  it  is  conceded  that 
the  burden  is  not  shifted  by  proof  of  a  voluntary  killing,  where 
there  is  excuse  or  justification  apparent  on  the  proof  offered  in  sup- 
port of  the  prosecution,  or  arising  out  of  the  circumstances  attend- 
ng  the  homicide."  (^CommontDealth  v.  Yorkj  9  Met.  116 ;  Com- 
monwealth V.  Webster^  5  Cush.  805.) 

All  the  circumstances  of  the  killing  were  shown  by  the  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  in  this  case ;  hence  it  was  error  to 
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charge  the  jury  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  satisfy 
them  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence  of  the  existence  of  the  facts 
constituting  his  defense.    He  had  the  right  to  claim  the  benefit  of 
any  reasonable  doubt  upon  a  consideration  of  all  the  evidence. 
Judgment  reversed  and  new  trial  ordered. 


THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA  bx  rel.  JOHN  FORD,  Appbl- 
LANT,  V.  JACOB  A.  HOOVER,  Respondent. 

AcKNOWLEDOMSHTS  BT  CouNTT  Recordsrs.  An  acknowledgment  of  a  certificate 
for  the  coDStracting  and  maintaining  of  a  toll  road  under  the  Act  of  1866,  (Stats. 
1866,  254)  taken  before  a  County  Recorder,  is  sufficient. 

GoxsntucTiox  of  Stattttks — '*  Recordsrs.''  The  Act  of  1861,  (Stats.  1861,422) 
authorizmg  "Recorders"  within  their  respective  counties  to  take  acknowledg- 
ments, referred  to  Ck)unt7  Recorders,  and  not  to  Judicial  Recorders — officers 
not  then  known  to  the  laws. 

GossTRUcnoN  OF  Statutes — Power  of  Regorders  to  take  Acknowledomemtb. 
The  fact  that  the  Act  of  1866  (Stats.  1864-6,  110,  Sec.  68)  authorizes  Judicial 
Recorders  to  take  acknowledgments  of  conveyances,  does  not  take  away  a  like 
power  conferred  on  County  Recorders  by  the  Act  of  1861.    (Stats.  1861,  422.) 

Ok  Petition  for  Rehearing:  Construction  of  Statutes — Acknowledoments 
BT  Recorders.  The  Act  of  1867,  (Stats.  1867,  108)  providing  that  acknowl- 
edgments within  the  State  shall  be  taken  by  certain  officers,  and  not  mentioning 
County  Recorders  among  them,  being  simply  an  Act  amendatory  of  a  like  Act 
of  1861,  (Stats.  1861,  11)  did  not  take  away  from  County  Recorders  the  power 
to  take  acknowledgments  conferred  upon  them  by  the  Practice  Act  of  1861. 
(Slats.  1861,  422.) 

Statutes  in  Pari  Materia  bbould  be  Construed  tooethxr.  Statutes  relating 
to  the  same  subject  matter  which  can  stand  together  should  be  so  construed 
as  to  make  each  effective. 

» 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Third  Judicial  District, 
Washoe  County. 

This  was  an  information  filed  in  the  Court  below  on  September 
2l8t,  I8689  on  behalf  of  Ford  against  Hoover,  who  was  in  possession 
and  receiving  the  tolls  of  the  road  in  controversy.  It  is  a  road  in 
Washoe  County,  beginning  on  the  Ophir  Grade  Toll  Road,  near 
New  York  Mill,  at  the  north  end  of  little  Washoe  Lake,  and  run- 
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ning  ihence  southerly  to  the  Lake  View  House,  on  the  line  between 
Washoe  and  Ormsby  counties,  and  known  as  the  ^^  Washoe  Yallej 
Extension  and  Branch  Toll  Road."  Other  fiEicts  are  stated  in  the 
opinions. 

Bohert  M.  Clarke,  for  Appellant. 

The  County  Recorder  had  authority  to  talce  acknowledgments. 
(Stats.  1861,  422,  Sec.  636.)  The  Recorder  mentioned  in  the 
section  cited  is  without  doubt  the  County  Recorder.  The  language 
is  susceptible  of  no  other  interpretation.  But  if  any  doubt  exists  it 
is  remoyed  by  reference  to  the  statutes  of  California,  from  which 
the  section  is  copied.     (Cal.  Stats.  1853,  287,  Sec.  107.) 

The  certificate  was  good  under  the  Act  of  March  8th,  1865, 
(Stats.  1864-5,  254)  and  should' have  been  admitted  in  evidence. 

T.  D.  Hdwardsj  for  Respondent. 

*The  principal  point  at  issue  in  this  case  is  whether  or  not  a 
County  Recorder  had,  in  1868,  the  power  to  take-  and  certify 
acknowledgments  of  conveyances  of  real  property  and  other  written 
instruments. 

The  first  legislation  upon  the  subject  was  in  an  Act  approved 
November  5th,  1861,  (Stats.  1861, 11)  in  which  no  such  power  is 
^ven  to  the  County  Recorder. 

.  The  Act  of  1861  (Stats.  1861,  422,  Sec.  636)  provides  iliat: 
^^  The  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  of  the  District  Courts,  and  of 
the  Probate  Courts,  shall  have  power  in  any  part  of  the  Territory, 
and  Justices  of  the  Peace  and  Recorders,  within  their  respective 
counties,  shall  have  power  to  take  acknowledgments,"  etc. 

The  Legislature  must  have  intended  the  word  ^'  Recorder,"  as 
used  in  this  connection,  to  refer  to  and  mean  a  Recorder  of  a  Court, 
and  not  a  County  Recorder.  The  section  does  not  refer  to  a  Clerk 
of  any  Court,  or  a  Notary  Public ;  it  only  refers  to  Courts  and 
Judges — ^to  the  presiding  oiSicers  of  Courts.  The  word  ^'Re- 
corder,'' therefore,  as  used  in  connection  with  Judges  of  other 
Courts,  is  clearly  intended  to  refer  to  Recorders  of  Courts,  and  not 
County  Recorders. 

Again :    The  statute  of  Nevada  Territory  of  1861,  creating  the 
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Territorial  office  of  County  Recorder,  was  wholly  repealed  in  1866. 
(Stats.  1866,  250,  Sec.  101.)  Could  a  County  Recorder,  sub- 
sequent to  the  repealing  Act  of  1866,  have  any  power  given  him 
by  a  Territorial  statute  only,  when  the  Territorial  Act  which  created 
the  office  had  no  existence  7  Did  a  County  Recorder,  subsequent 
to  said  Act  of  1866,  have  any  power,  except  that  conferred  on  him 
by  the  statutes  of  the  State  of  Nevada  7 

Again :  In  the  Act  of  1865,  relating  to  conveyances,  the  power 
to  take  acknowledgments  is  clearly  denied  County  Recorders. 
(Stats.  1865, 118.) 

Again :  In  1867  (Stats.  1867, 103)  an  Act  was  passed  defining, 
in  strong  language,  who  shall  take  acknowledgments,  and  County 
Recorders  are  not  named.  They  are  therefore  excluded,  and  can 
not  take  acknowledgments. 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

The  first  section  of  an  Act  of  the  Legislature,  entitled  "  An 
Act  to  provide  for  Constructing  and  Maintaining  Toll  Roads  and 
Bridges,"  (Stats.  1865,  254)  declares  that  ^^  any  person  or  per- 
sons desiring  to  construct  and  maintain  a  toll  road  within  any  one 
or  more  of  the  counties  of  this  State,  shall  make,  sign,  and  acknowl- 
edge, before  some  officer  entitled  to  take  acknowledgments  of 
deeds,  a  certificate,  specifying:  first,  the  name  by  which  the  road 
shall  be  known;  and,  second,  the  names  of  the  places  which 
shall  constitute  the  termini  of  said  road.  Such  certificate  shall  be 
accompanied  with  a  plat  of  the  route  of  the  proposed  road,  and 
shall  be  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  County  Recorder  of  the  county 
or  counties  within-  or  tiirough  which  said  road  is  proposed  to  be 
located ;  and  the  record  of  such  certificate  and  plat  shall  give  con- 
structive notice  to  all  persons  of  the  matters  therein  contained. 
The  work  of  constructing  such  road  shall  be  commenced  within 
thirty  days  from  the  time  of  making  the  certificate  above  mentioned, 
and  shall  be  continued  with  all  reasonable  dispatch  until  completed." 
In  accordance  with  this  law.  Ford  had  a  certificate  and  plat  record- 
ed in  the  proper  county,  and  proceeded  with  the  construction  of 
lus  road.  But  Hoover,  who  afterwards  claimed  the  right  to  build 
a  road  upon  the  same  route,  contends  that  the  County  Recorders 
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of  this  State  have  no  authority  to  take  acknowledgments  ;  ,and  as 
the  acknowledgment  of  the  plaintiff's  certificate  was  taken  by  the 
County  Recorder  of  Washoe  County,  it  was  not  legally  acknowl- 
edged, therefore  that  the  requirements  of  the  law  in  this  respect 
were  not  complied  with. 

Whether  County  Recorders  have  such  authority  or  not  is  the 
only  question  now  to  be  determined.  Section  six  hundred  and 
thirty-six  of  the  Statutes  of  1861,  provides  among  other  things 
that  Justices  of  the  Peace  and  Recorders  within  their  respective 
counties  shall  have  power  to  take  acknowledgments.  But  as  this 
section  is  found  under  the  title  ^^  Miscellaneous  provisions  respect- 
ing Courts  and  Judicial  officers,"  it  is  argued  that  the  Recorders 
referred  to  in  this  section,  are  the  judicial  officers  known  by  that 
name.  The  objection  to  this  position  however  is,  that  there  was  no 
Judicial  Recorder  known  to  the  laws  of  the  Territory  at  the  time 
this  authority  to  take  acknowledgments  was  given,  but  County 
Recorders  were,  and  their  duties  and  responsibilities  were  fully 
defined.  It  may  be  inferred  from  this  that  the  latter  officers  were 
referred  to,  as  it  cannot  be  supposed  the  Legislature  conferred 
authority  and  power  upon  officers  entirely  unknovm  in  the  Territory, 
and  nowhere  recognized  by  its  laws.  If  this  statute  is  to  have 
force  and  vitality  it  must  be  held  that  the  Recorders  referred  to 
are  the  county  officers  known  as  such.  A  further  reason  in  favor 
of  the  conclusion  that  these  latter  officers  were  referred  to,  and  the 
authority  to  take  acknowledgments  was  given  to  them,  is  the  fixing 
by  the  Territorial  Legislature  of  their  fees  for  taking  acknowledge 
ments.     (Stats.  1861,  247.) 

Section  sixty-three  Of  the  Statutes  of  1864-5,  page  118,  wo 
do  not  think  in  anywise  affect  this  question;  undoubtedly,  the 
Recorders  there  referred  to  are  Judicial  Recorders ;  but  to  confer 
the  power  of  taking  acknowledgments  on  these  latter  officers,  can« 
not  nor  does  not  seem  to  have  been  the  purpose  to  deny  that  right 
to  the  County  Recorders.  This  section  is  not  an  amendment  of,  nor 
does  it  supercede,  section  six  hundred  and  thirty-six  of  the  Statutes 
of  1861.  For  these  reasons  we  conclude  that  the  authority  to 
take  acknowledgments  was  by  the  law  referred  to,  given  to  the 
County  Recorders  of  the  Territory,  and  as  that  law  is  still  in  force, 
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it  follows  that  the  acknowledgment  to  the  plaintiiF'B  certificate  was 
jffoperly  taken. 
Judgment  below  reversedy  and  cause  remanded. 

By  Johnson,  J.,  dissenting : 

In  February,  1868,  Ford,  the  relator,  and  appellant  here,  with 
mtent  to  secure  the  right  to  construct  a  certain  toll  road  under  the 
provisions  of  the  general  law  regulatmg  toll  roads  and  bridges, 
approyed  March  8th,  1865,  (State.  1864-5, 254)  made  the  certifi- 
cate contemplated  by  section  one  of  stud  Act,  and  acknowledged 
the  same  before  the  County  Recorder  of  Washoe  County.  This 
process  was  repeated  in  August,  1868.  These  certificates  were 
made  of  record  m  said  county. 

On  the  trial  in  the  Court  below,  the  certificates  being  offered  in 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plamtiff,  were  objected  to  on  the  ground 
that  the  County  Recorder,  at  the  times  above  stated,  had  no  author- 
ity to  take  acknowledgments  of  such  instruments.  The  objection 
being  sustained,  the  case  on  appeal  presents  the  single  question 
whether  the  County  Recorder  had  authority  to  take  acknowledg- 
ments of  deeds ;  for  to  render  such  a  certificate  valid  by  the  pro- 
visions of  section  one  of  the  Act  referred  to,  the  party  "  shall 
make,  sign,  and  acknowledge  the  same,  before  some  officer  entitied 
to  take  acknowledgments  of  deeds." 

On  behalf  of  appellant  it  is  claimed  that  power  was  given  County 
Recorders  to  take  acknowledgment  of  deeds,  etc.,  by  section  six 
hundred  and  thirty-six  of  the  Practice  Act.  To  this  view  of  the 
question  I  am  much  inclined,  and  if  the  proposition  depended  solely 
on  a  construction  of  that  section,  I  would  probably  adopt  that  view 
of  it.  But  has  not  a  later  enactment  superceded  the  authority  of 
that  statute  ?  Admit  that  on  the  twenty-ninth  of  November,  1861, 
County  Recorders,  under  section  six  hundred  and  thirty-six,  could 
take  acknowledgments  of  deeds,  how  stood  the  matter  when,  by 
the  law  of  March  11th,  1867,  (Stats.  1867, 103)  it  was  provided 
that  *^  the  proof  or  acknowledgment  of  every  conveyance  affecting 
any  real  estate,  shall  be  taken  by  some  one  of  the  following  officers: 
First,  if  acknowledged  or  proved  within  this  State  by  some  Judge 
or  Clerk  of  a  Court  having  a  seal,  or  some  Notary  Public  or  Justice 
of  the  Peace."    ♦    •    * 
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This  law  was  in  force,  and  in  my  view  none  other,  regulating  the 
matter  of  acknowledgments  taken  within  the  State  when  these 
certificates  were  made.  It  was  subsequent  in  point  of  lime  to  the 
enactment  of  1861,  under  which  the  power  of  the  County  Recorder 
to  do  this  thing  is  claimed,  and  if  conflicting  with  a  former  Act, 
upon  all  known  principles  of  construction  must  be  held  the  superior 
and  prevailing  law.  The  law-making  power,  on  the  eleventh  of 
March,  1867,  had  declared  thiat  ^^  the  proof  or  acknowledgment  of 
every  conveyance  affecting  any  real  estate  ehaU  be  taken  by  some 
one  of  the  following  officers,  etc.,  among  which' are  not  enumerated 
County  Recorders.  This  in  itself  is  a  positive  inhibition  on  such 
officers  exercising  such  powers,  after  the  date  of  its  approval,  unless 
covered  by  subsequent  enactments,  which  perhaps  the  recentiy 
amended  Practice  Act  has  done,  which  however  is  of  later  date 
than  the  matters  involved  in  this  appeal. 

In  my  opinion  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  should  be 
affirmed. 

On  petitition  for  rehearing — ^By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. — 
Lbwis,  C.  J.,  concurring : 

Upon  petition  for  rehearing  by  respondent,  it  is  insisted,  that 
Hke  statute  of  March  11th,  1867,  is  conclusive  of  this  case,  and 
that  the  language  there  used,  as  follows :  ^^  The  proof  or  acknowl- 
edgment of  every  conveyance  affecting  any  real  estate,  shall  be 
taken  by  some  one  of  the  following  officers."  *  *  *  Among 
whom  County  Recorders  are  not  mentioned,  inlubits  such  officers 
from  taking  acknowledgments  affecting  any  real  estate. 

It  will  be  seen,  upon  examination,  that  the  statute  relied  on  is 
mmply  amendatory  of  the  '^Act  concerning  Conveyances,"  ap- 
proved November  5th,  1861 ;  that  the  amendment  touches  entirely 
other  matters  than  the  point  here  presented ;  and  that  as  to  such 
question,  the  language  of  the  original  and  amended  statutes  is 
identical.  Both  the  statutes  upon  which  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
was  based,  were  passed  subsequently  to  that  of  November  Sth, 
1861,  having  been  approved  November  29th,  1861,  and  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  all  can  and  should  stand  and  be  construed 
together,  so  as  to  make  each  effective. 
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If  this  view  be  correct,  it  cannot  be  shaken  bj  the  amendment 
of  1867,  which,  as  has  been  stated,  has  not  altered  the  law.  See- 
ing, therefore,  no  reason  for  change  in  the  ori^nal  judgment,  a 
rehearing  is  denied. 


JOSEPH  M.  DOUGLASS  et  a/.,  Rbspondbnt,  v.  THE 
MAYOR  AND  BOARD  OP  ALDERMEN  OF  VIR- 
GINLAl  city,  Appbllants, 

FtomaasoKT  Notes  of  Yiboinia  Citt.  The  City  of  Virginia,  by  its  Mayor  and 
Board  of  Aldermen,  having  taken  a  lease  of  certain  rooms  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  its  Common  Council,  at  a  rental  of  two  hundred  dollars  per  month, 
and  hsTing  agreed  in  the  lease  if  the  rent  were  not  paid  as  it  fell  due,  to  eze- 
cate  its  promissory  notes  therefor,  bearing  mtereet  at  five  per  cent  per  month ; 
and  its  notes  having  been  accordingly  executed  m  regular  form ;  and  it  being 
admitted  that  it  had  the  power  to  take  a  lease :  Hdd^  that  it  had  the  power  to 
execute  the  notes  as  a  means  of  carrying  out  the  power  of  taking  a  lease. 

IirciDKiiTAL  Powuts  OF  MUNICIPAL  CoRPORATiOHS.  A  municipal  corporation,  like 
a  trading  one,  may,  unless  in  some  way  restrained  by  charter,  enter  into  any 
contract  necessary  to  enable  it  to  carry  out  the  powers  conferred  upon  it,  sucl^ 
as  incurring  debts,  executing  and  giving  promissory  notes,  and  adopting  all 
the  ordinary  or  usual  means  which  may  be  necessary  to  the  full  exercise,  en- 
jojrment,  and  discharge  of  its  powers  expressly  given. 

OoRSTBircTiox  or  Chabtxr  of  Yirgikia  Citt — Comtihoxht  Fund.  The  Charter 
of  Yirginia  City  (Stats.  1864, 55 ;  Sec.  28,  Sub.  18)  provides,  that  **  the  Common 
Council  shall  not  authorize  the  issuance  of,  nor  shall  any  city  officer  issue,  any 
scrip  or  other  evidence  of  debt  or  order  on  the  Contingent  Fund,  unless  there 
be  actually  cash  in  the  treasury  to  meet  the  order  or  warrant  so  drawn  *' :  Hdd^ 
that  the  restriction  here  imposed  applied  solely  to  the  Contingent  Fund,  and  did 
not  prevent  the  city  from  issuing,  in  proper  cases,  its  promissory  notes  or  other 
evidences  of  indebtedness  drawn  on  the  General  Fund,  without  regard  to  cash 
in  the  treasury. 

Imu8T  OM  Indutxdniss  of  Yiboinxa  Citt.  The  fact  that  a  provision  of  the 
charter  of  Yirginia  City  (Suts.  1864,  56,  Sec.  28,  Sub.  21)  limits  the  interest 
to  be  paid  on  certain  bonds  therein  authorized  to  be  issued  to  twelve  per  cent., 
does  not  by  implication  deny  the  right  to  pay  a  higher  rate  of  interest  upon 
any  other  character  of  indebtedness,  but,  on  the  contrary,  by  limiting  the  rate 
to  be  paid  on  one  peculiar  kind  of  paper  admits  the  presumption  that  upon  all 
other  kinds  no  limitation  was  intended. 

Appbal  firom  the  District  Court  of  the  first  Judicial  District, 
Storey  Counly. 
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This  action  was  commenced  on  April  2l8t,  1868,  to  recover  the 
sum  of  five  thousand  four  hundred  and  eighty  dollars  and  eighty- 
three  cents,  principal  and  interest,  on  eight  promissory  notes,  and  a 
bill  for  furniture,  sold  and  delivered,  and  accruing  interest  on  the 
principal  sum  of  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-four  dol- 
lars and  sixty  cents,  at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent,  per  month.  The 
notes  were  all  of  the  same  general  character  as  the  first,  which  was 
as  follows : 

"  $200.00.  ViBQmiA,  N.  T.,  September  5th,  1864. 

"  Thirty  days  after  date,  for  value  received,  the  City  of  Virginia 
promises  to  pay  to  Geo.  F.  Jones  k  Co.,  or  order,  two  hundred 
dollars  (for  one  month's  rent  of  council  room  to  date)  with  interest 
from  date  until  paid  at  the  rate,  of  five  per  cent,  per  month,  pay- 
able monthly ;  both  principal  and  interest  payable  in  United  States 
coin  only. 
{ViL^t^aScSS^'}  R.  E.  Arick,  Mayor." 

At  the  time  the  notes  were  given  the  firm  of  Geo.  F.  Jones  & 
Co.,  the  payee,  consisted  of  George  F.r  Jones,  Joseph  M.  Doug- 
lass, and  Luke  B.  Richardson.  Afterwards  the  firm  dissolved,  and 
Jones  assigned  all  his  interest  to  his  former  copartners,  by  whom 
this  suit  was  instituted.  Judgment  was  rendered  in  accordance 
with  the  prayer  of  the  complaint  and  the  defendants  appealed. 

Mmck  ^  Sedt/j  for  Appellants. 

We  do  not  deny  the  power  of  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Aldermen  of  Virginia  City  to  make  the  contract  of  lease,  and 
subject  the  city  to  the  payment  of  the  indebtedness  created  thereby. 
What  we  do  deny  is,  that  after  making  the  contract  of  lease  and 
creating  the  debt  thereunder,  the  city  authorities,  under  the  char- 
ter of  1864,  had  aiiy  power  to  change  the  form  of  that  indebted- 
ness, so  as  to  make  it  more  burdensome  to  the  city,  or  do  aught 
else  in  respect  to  it  than  make  provisions  for  its  payment.  The 
liability  of  the  city,  upon  the  lease  for  the  rent,  was  perfect.  The 
giving  of  the  notes  in  no  way  seems  incidental  or  necessary  to  the 
leasing  of  necessary  buildings  for  the  use  of  the  city.     They  did 
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not  paj  the  rent.  They  subserred  no  purpose  except  that  of 
Yolantarily  increasing  the  burdens  of  the  city,  and  giving  an 
advantage  over  other  city  liabilities. 

Whatever  may  be  its  defects  and  inconsistencies,  the  city  char- 
ter of  1864  clearly  evinces  the  design  of  having  the  affairs  of  the 
city  administered  on  a  cash  basis  and  economically,  as  well  as  of 
imposing  severe  restraint  upon  the  authority  of  city  officers  to  swell 
the  city  debt  beyond  the  charter  limits.  This  object  could  not  be 
secured,  and  so  the  Leg^Iature  must  have  seen,  by  paying  high 
rates  of  interest  for  delays  to  which  creditors  to  the  city  might  be 
subjected ;  and  for  this  reason,  doubtless,  was  inserted  in  the  charter 
the  last  clause  of  subdivision  eighteen  of  section  twenty-three. 
Moreover,  it  seems  plam,  from  subdivision  four  of  section  twenty- 
three,  that  the  city  officers  were  restricted  from  pledging  the  city 
to  the  payment  of  interest,  except  upon  the  bonds  specified  in  that 
subdivision.  For  these  reasons  we  submit,  that  the  promissory 
notes  in  question  are  in  violation  of  the  restriction  imposed  upon 
the  city  officers  by  the  charter. 

As  to  the  fact  of  there  being  money  in  the  treasury  at  the  time 
these  notes  were  given,  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  the  plaintiffi 
to  show  it,  because  they  were  bound  to  know  that  the  act  of  giving 
the  notes  was  withm  the  scope  of  the  authority  of  the  city  officers, 
and  by  the  terms  of  the  charter  such  authority  was  prohibited, 
except  on  condition  of  the  money  being  in  the  treasury. 

WtUiams  ^  Bixler^  for  Respondent. 

The  power  of  corporations,  municipal  or  public,  as  well  as  pri- 
vate, to  make  contracts  and  incur  debts  in  the  prosecution  of  their 
legitimate  business,  and  to  give  their  promissory  notes,  is  firmly 
established — ^not  only  by  universal  practice,  but  by  repeated  judicial 
decisions.  The  power  to  contract,  when  given  by  charter,  carries 
with  it  all  the  incidents  of  fixing  the  terms  of  the  contract,  making 
proper  evidence  of  it,  and  executing  all  the  necessary  .obligations 
and  writings  stipulating  for  its  performance.  (  Union  Water  Co.  v. 
Murpht^9  Flat  Fluming  Co.y  22  Cal.  620 ;  The  People  v.  Bren- 
nan,  39  Barb.  545 ;  Ketchum  v.  The  City  of  Buffalo  andAuBtin^ 
14  N.  T.  856 ;  Tucker  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  4  Nev.  20.) 
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The  next  inquiry  is :  Whether  the  coancil  was  prohibited  from 
complying  with  that  part  of  its  contract  which  proyided  for  the 
issuance  of  the  notes  of  the  city.  We  do  not  understand  it  to  be 
claimed,  that  the  notes  were  void  on  the  ground  of  being  issued  at 
a  time  when  there  was  no  money  in  the  treasury  to  meet  them ; 
but,  inasmuch  as  ^^  warrants  "  and  ^^  orders  "  only  are  mentioned 
in  the  concluding  clause  of  subdivision  eighteen  of  section  twenty- 
three  of  the  city  charter,  as  the  ^'  evidences  "  of  debt  which  might 
be  issued  by  authority  of  the  council,  that  therefore  they  were  the 
only  evidences  or  forms  of  obligations  which  might  be  issued.  It 
will  be  observed,  however,  that  the  ^^ orders,"  "warrants,"  and 
"  evidences  of  debt,"  mentioned  in  the  subdivision,  refer  exclusively 
to  those  payable  out  of  the  eantingent  fund.  No  other  construction 
can  grammatically  be  ^ven  to  it ;  and  if  the  Legislature  intended 
to  extend  it  further,  it  indulged  in  a  very  unnecessary  use  of  lan- 
guage— ^for  if  it  had  been  intended  to  embrace  all  of  the  funds, 
then  the  expression  "  on  the  contingent  fund  "  was  unnecessary. 

The  next  objection  to  our  notes,  and  against  a  rate  of  interest 
greater  than  ten  per  cent,  per  annum,  is  alleged  to  be  found  in 
subdivision  twenty-one  of  section  twenty-three  of  the  charter.  But 
a  complete  answer  to  this  objection  is  found  in  the  fact  that  sub- 
division twenty-one,  as  well  as  subdivisions  twenty-two  and  twenty- 
three,  relate  entirely  to  time  bonds  or  scrip  in  the  sum  of  one  hun* 
dred  thousand  dollars,  to  be  sold  to  the  highest  bidder  under  seal, 
and  which  have  no  relation  whatever  to  the  ordinary  course  of  bus- 
iness of  the  city.  It  was  doubtiess  intended  that  those  time  bonds 
should  be  converted  into  money  with  which  to  pay  off  old  indebted- 
ness, and  put  the  a&irs  of  the  city  on  a  cash  baas.  It  will  be 
observed  also,  that  the  Council  was  authorized  to  issue  bonds  in 
tiiat  sum,  "  over  and  above  the  revenue  of  the  city  " — while  the 
previous  subdivisions,  relating  to  the  ordinary  transactions  of  the 
city,  linut  the  liabiUties  to  be  incurred  to  its  "  estimated  annual 
revenue." 

By  the  Court,  Lbwis,  C.  J. : 

On  the  twelfth  day  of  April,  a.d.  1864,  the  City  of  Virginia,  by 
its  Mayor  and  Board  of  Aldermen,  leased  of  the  pluntiffi  certain 
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rooms  in  the  city  for  the  accommodation  of  its  Common  Gouncily 
agreeing  to  pay  therefor  a  monthly  rental  of  two  hundred  dollars  in 
gold  coin.  The  parties  to  this  lease  knowing  that  the  city  would 
probably  not  be  able  to  pay  the  rent  as  it  became  due,  incorporated 
in  the  instrument  a  provision  to  this  effect :  That  the  notes  of  the 
city,  bearing  interest  at  tiie  rate  of  five  per  cent,  per  month,  payable 
monthly,  should  be  considered  and  received  by  the  lessors  as  equiv- 
alent to  cash.  As  anticipated,  the  money  was  not  paid  as  it  be- 
came due ;  consequently,  in  accordance  with  this  provision  of  the 
lease,  the  notes  here  sued  on  were  executed  in  regular  form  and 
delivered  to  the  plaintifi.  To  the  compliant,  fully  setting  out  these 
facts,  the  city  interposed  a  general  demurrer,  taking  the  ground 
that  the  corporation,  although  having  the  power  to  enter  into  the 
lease,  (a  fact  which  is  here  admitted)  had  no  right  or  authority  to 
execute  these  notes.  This  demurrer  was  overruled  by  the^  Oourt, 
and  no  answer  bemg  filed  withm  the  time  granted  for  that  purpose, 
judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  in  accordance  with  the 
prayer  of  the  complaint.  From  that  judgment,  and  an  order  subse- 
quently made  refusing  to  correct  it,  this  appeal  is  taken,  the  same 
points,  and  those  only,  being  made  here  as  in  the  Court  below. 

That  a  municipal,  like  a  trading  corporation,  may,  unless  in  some 
way  restricted  by  charter,  enter  into  any  contract  necessary  to 
enable  it  to  carry  out  the  powers  conferred  upon  it — ^incur  debts 
and  execute  and  ^ve  promissory  notes  in  the  discharge  of  its  legiti- 
mate powers ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  it  has  the  right  to  adopt  all 
the  ordinary  or  usual  means  which  may  be  necessary  to  the  full 
execution  or  enjoyment  of  the  power  expressly  given  by  its  charter, 
is  so  firmly  established  by  the  authorities  that  at  the  present  day  it 
may  be  considered  an  elementaiy  principle  of  tiie  law  of  corporar 
tions.  (^Ketehum  et  als.  v.  The  Oity  of  Buffalo^  4  Eeman,  366«) 
It  is  admitted  that  the  taking  of  the  lease  and  the  agreement  to  pay 
tiie  specified  rent,  were  strictly  within  the  authority  conferred  upon 
the  defendant,  but  it  is  objected  that  it  had  no  right  to  give  its 
promissory  notes  bearing  interest  for  the  rent  as  it  became  due, 
counsel  arguing  that  if  it  had  the  authority  to  issue  any  evidence  of 
indebtedness  whatever,  it  was  confined  to  ordinary  warrants  or  scrip, 
which  upon  their  face  bear  no  interest.    We  find  nothing  in  the 
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Act  incorporating  the  defendant  restricting  it  to  the  issuance  of  any 
particular  kind  or  character  of  paper  as  evidence  of  its  indebtedness. 
It  is  true,  in  the  absence  of  special  contract  to  the  contrary,  the 
proper  course  and  the  one  ueuallj  pursued,  is  to  issue  a  warrant  on 
the  treasury  for  money  payable  by  the  city.  However,  as  in  this 
case  it  was  expressly  agreed  by  the  defendant  that  promissory  notes, 
bearing  a  certain  rate  of  interest,  should  be  issued  to  the  plaintifls 
instead  of  the  ordinary  warrants ;  that  agreement  should  be  fully 
upheld,  unless  it  be  found  that  the  defendant  had  not  the  authority 
to  make  it.  Why,  it  may  be  very  properly  asked,  if  it  had  the 
authority  to  lease  the  rooms  and  contract  to  pay  rent  for  them  at 
the  rate  of  two  hundred  dollars  a  month,  had  it  not  the  right  to  agree 
that  the  rent,  if  not  paid  when  due,  should  draw  interest  and  be 
evidenced  by  a  promissory  note  ?  Under  the  rule  already  announced 
it  certainly  had  that  right,  if  not  in  some  way  restrained  by  the  law 
of  its  creation,  for  the  giving  of  the  notes  was  an  ordinary  means 
employed  for  carrying  out  a  power  expressly  conferred.  Having 
the  authority  to  lease,  it  had  the  right  to  adopt  all  the  usual  means 
necessary  to  the  complete  execution  of  such  authority.  In  Ketehum 
V.  The  City  of  Buffalo  it  was  held  that  the  power  to  "  regulate 
and  establish  markets"  gave  to  the  city  the  power  to  purchase 
market  grounds  on  credit,  and  to  execute  its  bond,  bearing  interest 
at  seven  per  cent,  per  annum,  for  the  purchase  money.  We  can 
observe  no  difference  upon  principle  between  that  case  and  this. 
If  the  power  to  establish  and  regulate  markets  conferred  the  right 
to  purchase  grounds  for  that  purpose  and  to  execute  an  interest- 
bearing  bond  for  the  purchase  money,  so  it  would  seem,  upon  like 
reasoning,  would  the  power  to  rent  rooms  or  buildings  for  the  use 
of  the  city  authorize  the  issuance  of  interest-bearing  promissory 
notes  for  the  rent  as  it  becomes  due. 

But  it  is  argued  for  the  city  that  section  twenty-three  of  the 
charter  in  fact  prohibits  it  from  issuing  any  evidence  of  indebted- 
ness whatever  unless  there  was  money  in  the  treasury  to  meet  it ; 
and  it  is  not  claimed  that  there  was  at  the  time  these  notes  were 
execute4*  This  conclusion  it  is  claimed  is  warranted  by  the  last 
clause  of  subdivision  eighteen  of  the  section  which  is  in  this  lan- 
guage :  ^^  The  Common  Council  shall  not  authorize  the  issuance  of, 
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nor  shall  any  citj  officer  issue  any  scrip  or  other  evidence  of  debt, 
or  order  on  the  Contingent  Fund,  unless  there  be  actually  cash  in 
the  treasury  to  meet  the  order  or  warrant  so  drawn." 

It  appears  to  us  this  language  simply  prohibits  the  issuance  of 
orders  or  scrip  on  the  Contingent  Fund  alone,  whilst  the  city  was 
left  at  liberty  to  issue  such  evidences  of  indebtedness,  or  any  other 
kind  on  the  General  Fund  of  the  treasury — that  is,  that  the  restric- 
tion here  imposed  applies  solely  to  one  fund  of  the  treasury — the 
contingent.  Such  certainly  seems  to  be  the  fair  and  grammatical 
construction  of  this  clause  of  the  section.  If  it  were  intended  to 
make  this  prohibition  apply  to  the  entire  treasury  or  all  the  funds, 
why  mention  the  Contingent  Fund  and  not  the  others  ?  By  the 
arrangement  of  the  language  ^^ scrip"  and  ^' other  evidence  of 
indebtedness,"  are  as  clearly  confined  to  the  ^^  Contingent  Fund  " 
as  the  word  "  order " — ^that  is,  scrip  or  other  evidence  of  debt 
could  no  more  be  issued  upon  the  Contingent  Fund  than  an  order. 
That  the  words  ^'  scrip  or  other  evidence  of  debt "  applies  to  the 
treasury  generally,  and  that  an  order  only  is  prohibited  from  being 
issued  agaiost  the  Contingent  Fund,  thus  leaving  the  defendant 
free  to  issue  any  evidence  of  debt  upon  that  fund  except  an  order ^ 
is  in  our  opinion  a  proposition  which  cannot  be  satisfactorily  main- 
tained upon  the  words  of  the  statute.  If  the  words  '^  scrip  or  other 
evidence  of  debt,"  like  the  word  "  order,"  have  reference  to  the 
Contingent  Fund,  they  do  not  apply  to  any  other ;  but  if  they  do 
not,  it  must  follow  that  any  kind  of  evidence  of  debt  could  be  issued 
against  that  fund,  except  such  as  might  be  strictiy  called  an  order 
— a  proposition  which  we  hardly  think  will  be  contended  for  by 
counsel.  The  Legislature  having  clearly  expressed  its  purpose,  and 
there  being  no  ambiguity  in  the  language,  it  is  not  for  the  Courts 
to  inquire  why  the  restriction  is  confined  to  the  Contingent  Fund 
alone.  To  restrict  the  prohibition  to  that  particular  fund  may 
appear  to  convict  the  Legislature  of  doing  a  foolbh  act,  but  there 
may  have  been  a  very  wise  and  good  reason  for  it,  nevertheless, 
not  apparent  to  us.  However,  it  is  not  certain  that  we  should  not 
be  as  reluctant  to  convict  that  body  of  doing  an  unwise  or  useless 
act,  as  of  utter  inability  to  express  its  intentions  in  grammatical 
English.     We  conclude  upon  this  point  that  the  prohibition  is 
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exclusively  confined  to  the  Contingent  Fund,  and  as  the  notes  here 
sued  on  were  not  drawn  on  or  made  payable  out  of  that  fund  they 
were  not  improperly  issued. 

Again :  It  is  argued,  that  as  the  twenty-first  subdivision  of  the 
section  already  referred  to  limits  the  interest  to  be  paid  on  certain 
bonds  therein  authorized  to  be  issued  to  twelve  per  cent.,  it  is  by 
implication  a  denial  of  the  right  to  pay  a  higher  rate  upon  any 
other  character  of  indebtedness.  The  correct  rule  of  interpretation, 
we  think,  authorizes  an  entirely  difierent  conclusion.  The  Legis* 
lature  having  limited  the  amount  of  interest  to  be  paid  on  one 
peculiar  character  of  paper  authorized  to  be  issued  by  the  city,  it 
must  be  presumed  that  upon  all  other  kinds  no  limitation  was 
intended.  Such  is  certainly  the  rule  generally  adopted,  and  we 
see  no  reason  why  it  should  not  apply  here. 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


Ex  Paetb  J.  J.  HILL  ON  HABEAS  CORPUS. 

Habeas  Corpus — Right  to  Issub  Writ.  A  State  Court  or  Jadge,  duly  author- 
ized by  the  laws  of  the  State,  may  issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  any  case 
where  a  party  is  imprisoned  within  its  territorial  limits,  provided  it  docs  not 
appear  when  the  application  is  made  that  the  person  imprisoned  is  in  custody 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  States. 

Duty  or  Officer  to  make  Return  to  Writ.  It  is  the  duty  of  any  person 
having  the  custody  of  a  prisoner  to  make  known  by  a  proper  return  to  a  Court 
or  Judge  issuing  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  him,  the  authority  by  which  he 
holds  such  person  in  custody ;  and  this  duty  applies  to  a  United  States  Marshal 
in  response  to  a  writ  from  a  State  Court  or  Judge. 

State  Courts  not  to  Interfere  with  Jurisdiction  of  United  States  Courts. 
In  every  case  where  process  regular  upon  its  face  has  been  issued  from  a 
United  States  Court  having  power  to  issue  process  of  such  a  nature,  the  oflScer 
while  acting  thereunder  is  fully  protected  against  any  interference  from  a  State 
Court;  and  such  State  Court,  when  judicially  informed  of  the  existence  of 
the  process,  cannot  go  behind  the  same  to  make  any  further  inquiry. 

Presumptions  in  fayor  of  Proceedinob  of  United  States  District  Court.  A 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  has  the  power  to  find,  through  its  grand 
jury,  an  indictment  for  any  offense  within  its  jurisdiction ;  and  as  to  any  matter 
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within  sach  jurisdiotton,  it  is  not  an  inferior  Court ;  and  the  presumptions  are 

in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  its  proceedings. 
State   Jurisdiction   on   Habeas  Corpus   as   to  Offenses  against  the  United 

States.    A  State  Court  or  Judge  cannot  on  habeas  corpus  examine  or  decide 

whether  a  particular  offense  charged  in  an  indictment,  found  in  a  United  States 

Court,  is  or  is  not  an  offense  against  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
Judicial   Notice   of    Laws  of  the  United  States.     State  Courts  take  judicial 

cognizance  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  without  formal  proof  of  them,  and 

are  bound  thereby. 

This  was  an  original  proceediiig  before  the  Supreme  Court  The 
facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J.  : 

The  petitioner  in  this  case  alleges  his  illegal  detention  bj  R.  Y. 
Dey,  Uni^d  States  Marshal  for  the  District  of  Nevada,  who 
makes  return  thafc  he  holds  petitioner  by  virtue  of  a  bench  warrant 
issued  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  Dis- 
trict, which  warrant  is  made  part  of  his  return,  as  follows : 

"  United  States  op  Amebioa,  ) 
District  of  Nevada,  J 

^'  To  the  Marshal  of  ibe  United  States  of  America  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Nevada,  and  to  his  deputies,  or  any  or  either  of  them — 
Greeting : 

'^  Whereas,  at  a  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
begun  and  held  at  Virginia  City,  Nevada,  within  and  for  the  dis- 
trict aforesaid,  on  the  first  day  of  February,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-nine,  the  grand  jurors 
in  and  for  the  said  District  of  Nevada  brought  into  the  said  Court 
a  true  bill  of  indictment  against  *  *  *  J.  J.  Hill  and  *  * 
char^g  them  with  the  crime  of  a  violation  of  the  treaty  between 
the  Empire  of  China  and  the  United  States  of  America,  as  by  the 
«ud  indictment  now  remaining  on  file  and  of  record  in  the  said 
Court  may  more  fully  appear,  to  which  indictment  the  said  persons 
herein  named  have  not  yet  appeared  or  pleaded : 

"  Now,  therefore,  you  are  hereby  commanded,  in  the  name  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  to  apprehend  the 
Baud  persons  herein  named,  and  bring  them  before  the  said  Court  at 
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the  United  States  District  Court  Room  in  Vir^nia  City,  to  answer 
the  indictment  aforesaid,  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  May,  a.d.  1869, 
at  eleven  o'clock,  a.m.  ;  or,  if  they  require  it,  that  you  take  them 
before  the  Judge  of  the  United  States  District  Court,  District  of 
Nevada,  or  any  Commissioner  of  the  United  States,  within  and  for 
the  District  of  Nevada,  that  they  may  ^ve  bail  in  the  sum  of  one 
thousand  dollars  each  to  answer  the  said  indictment. 

"  Witness  the  Hon.  Alex.  W.  Baldwin,  Judge  of  the  said  Dis- 
trict Court  thereof,  at  Virginia  City,  Nevada,  thb  thirtieth  day  of 
April,  A.D.  1869. 

[L.S.]  •  R.  M.  Daggett,  Clerk." 

It  is  conceded  that  upon  the  petition  presented,  this  Court  prop- 
erly issued  its  writ,  and  the  only  contest  arises  upon  the  effect  of 
the  Marshal's  return.  Many  varied  and  able  decisions  have  been 
rendered  on  similar  questions  by  State  Courts,  but  it  is  unneces- 
sary  to  review  their  arguments  or  the  positions  therein  taken,  from 
the  fact  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  pro- 
nounced an  authoritative  rule  upon  the  matter. 

In  the  cases  of  Ableman  v.  Booth  and  United  States  v.  Boothj 
(21  How.  506,  considered  together)  after,  careful  elaboration  of  rea- 
soning upon  the  several  provinces  and  powers  of  the  State  Courts 
and  those  of  the  United  States,  the  conclusion  deduced  is  thus 
summed  up:  ^^We  do  not  question  the  authority  of  a  State  Court, 
or  Judge,  who  is  authorized  by  the  laws  of  the  State  to  issue  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpus,  to  issue  it  in  any  case  where  the  party  is 
imprisoned  within  its  territorial  limits,  provided  it  does  not  appear 
when  the  application  is  made  that  the  person  imprisoned  is  in  custody 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  States.  The  Court  or  Judge  has 
a  right  to  inquire  in  this  mode  of  proceeding,  for  what  cause  and  by 
what  authority  the  prisoner  is  confined  within  the  territorial  limits 
of  the  State  sovereignty.  And  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Marshal  or 
other  person  having  the  custody  of  the  prisoner,  to  make  known  to 
the  Judge  or  Court,  by  a  proper  return,  the  authority  by  which  he 
holds  him  in  custody.  This  right  to  inquire  by  process  of  habeas 
corpus;  and  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  make  a  return,  grows  neces- 
sarily out  of  the  complex  character  of  our  government ;  and  the 
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existence  of  two  distiQct  and  separate  sovereignties  within  tbe  same 
territorial  space — each  of  them  restricted  in  its  powers,  and  each 
within  its  sphere  of  action  prescribed  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  independent  of  the  other.  But  after  the  return  is 
made,  and  the  State  Judge  or  Court  judicially  apprized  that  the  party 
is  in  custody  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  they  can  pro- 
ceed no  further.  They  then  know  that  the  prisoner  is  within  the 
dominion  and  jurisdiction  of  another  government,  and  that  neither 
the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  nor  any  other  process  issued  under  State 
authority,  can  pass  over  the  line  of  division  between  the  two  sover- 
eignties. He  is  then  within  the  dominion  and  exclusive  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States.  If  he  has  committed  an  offense  against 
their  laws,  their  tribunals  alone  can  punish  him.  If  he  is  wrong- 
fully imprisoned,  their  judicial  tribunals  can  release  him  and  afford 
him  redress." 

The  only  possible  room  for  doubt  as  to  the  exact  meaning  of  the 
quotation  is  as  to  the  words  ^'authority  of  the  United  States," 
which  language  is  to  some  extent  criticised  in  Ex  parte  McCcuey^ 
(Am.  Law  Rev.,  Jan.  1869,  847)  ;  but  there  would  seem  to  be  no 
opportunity  to  misunderstand  its  intention  when  the  last  sentence 
as  above  quoted  is  considered,  or  when  the  following  language 
immediately  connected  is  read :  ^^And  although,  as  we  have  said, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Marshal,  or  other  person  holding  him,  to  make 
known  by  a  proper  return  the  authority  under  which  he  detains 
him,  it  is  at  the  same  time  imperatively  his  duty  to  obey  the  pro- 
cess of  the  United  States,  to  hold  the  prisoner  in  custody  under  it, 
and  to  refuse  obedience  to  the  mandate  or  process  of  any  other 
government.  And  consequentiy  it  is  his  duty  not  to  take  the 
prisoner,  nor  suffer  him  to  be  taken,  before  a  State  Judge  or  Court 
upon  a  habeas  corpus  issued  under  State  authority.  No  State 
Judge  or  Court,  after  they  are  judicially  informed  that  the  party  is 
imprisoned  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  has  any  right 
to  interfere  with  him,  or  require  him  to  be  brought  before  them. 
And  if  the  authority  of  a  State,  in  the  form  of  judicial  process  or 
otherwise,  should  attempt  to  control  the  Marshal,  or  other  author- 
ised officer  or  agent  of  the  United  States,  in  any  respect,  in  the 
custody  of  his  prisoner,  it  would  be  his  duty  to  resist  it,  and  to  call 
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to  his  aid  any  force  that  might  be  necessary  to  maintain  the  author* 
ity  of^Iaw  against  illegal  interference.  No  judicial  process,  what- 
ever form  it  may  assume,  can  have  any  lawful  authority  outside  of 
the  limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  or  Judge  by  whom  it  is 
issued ;  and  an  attempt  to  enforce  it  beyond  these  boundaries  is 
nothing  less  than  lawless  violence." 

To  sustain  its  conclusions  the  Court  must  mean  to  say,  that  in 
every  case  where  process,  regular  on  its  face,  has  been  issued  from 
a  Court  of  the  United  States  having  power  to  issue  process  of 
such  a  nature,  the  officer  actmg  thereunder  is  fully  protected 
against  any  interference  from  a  State  Court,  while  so  acting; 
and  that  such  Court,  when  judicially  informed  of  the  existence  of 
the  process,  cannot  go  behind  the  same  to  make  any  further 
inquiry. 

In  the  present  case,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  United  States 
District  Court  has  full  power  to  issue  a  bench  warrant  for  the 
arrest  of  a  party  upon  an  indictment  found  by  a  grand  jury  regu- 
larly convened  by  such  Court ;  nor  can  it  be  denied  that  the  pro- 
cess is  good  in  form :  but  it  is  contended  that  it  is  void,  for  the  reason 
that  it  is  based  upon  and  refers  to  an  indictment  formally  found,  but 
found  for  a  pretended  offense  which  is  claimed  to  be  no  offense 
against  any  law  of  the  United  States — Whence,  it  is  demanded  that 
this  Court  discharge  the  petitioner.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  the 
failure  to  charge  a  statutory  offense  in  an  indictment  renders  the 
process  issued  thereon  void ;  and  were  that  so,  still  to  take  the 
course  requested  would  be  to  act  in  direct  conflict  witli  the  principle 
of  the  cases  cited. 

A  District  Court  of  the  United  States  has  the  lawful  power  to 
find,  through  its  grand  jury,  an  indictment  for  any  offense  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  or  Circuit  Court ;  exclusive  power  to 
try  certun  cases;  and  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  Circuit 
Court,  of  all  crimes  and  offenses  against  the  United  States,  the 
punishment  of  which  is  not  capital.  Such  Court,  although  limited 
in  power,  is  not  an  inferior  Court  as  to  any  matter  within  its  juris- 
diction ;  and  when  its  indictment  has  been  found  in  any  given  case, 
the  presumption  is  that  it  was  so  found  within  its  jurisdictional 
scope ;  and  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  a  State  Court  in  a  pro- 
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eeeding  of  this  kind,  to  examine  and  decide  the  fact  whether  a 
particular  offense  charged  is  or  not  an  offisnse  against  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  would  be  an  usurpation  of  that  very  jurisdiction,  which 
is  exclusive  m  Oourts  of  the  United  States,  and  an  assumption  of 
its  vital  premise.  To  such  inquiry  there  is  no  limit :  the  impro* 
priety  rests  not  in  the  decision  of  the  State  Court,  but  in  the 
undertaking.  If  in  this  case  inquiry  can  be  made,  and  examina- 
tion had  behind  the  process  of  which  this  Court  has  been  judicially 
informed,  it  may  in  all. 

If  in  this  case  a  State  Court  could  decide,  that  no  law  of  the 
United  States  exists  upon  which  an  indictment  can  be  based — ^in 
another  it  might,  with  equal  propriety,  hold  that  a  law  exbtent  was 
unconstitutional,  or  that  no  proper  grand  jury  had  been  assembled, 
or  that  the  indictment  did  not  well  charge  a  recognized  crime.  In 
fact,  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  would  be  turned  into  general  or 
special  demurrer  to  the  proceedings  of  the  Courts  of  the  United 
States.  Such  is  not  its  province  ;  and  a  State  Court  goes  out  of 
its  proper  sphere,  when  it  attempts  to  interfere  with  the  action  of  an 
officer  of  the  United  States  under  judicial  process,  regular  in  form, 
issued  upon  the  ordinary  proceedings  of  a  Court  having  jurisdiction 
of  a  class  of  offenses  against  the  United  States,  of  which  the  imme- 
diate crime  charged  is  claimed,  or  purports,  to  be  one. 

All  citizens  of  the  United  States  are  bound  to  know  the  laws 
thereof,  and  State  Courts  take  judicial  cognizance  of  such,  without 
formal  proof,  and  are  '^  bound  thereby^^ ;  but  to  decide  whether  any 
particular  statute  of  the  United  States  is  or  is  not  existent — or,  if 
existent,  valid  or  invalid — ^requires  investig;ation  and  determination, 
the  exercise  of  which,  in  a  proceeding  like  the  present  as  against 
the  process  of  a  Court  of  the  United  States,  is  not  only  uncalled 
for,  but  unwarranted — ^for  the  reason  that  such  action  is  an  absorp- 
tion in  limine^  of  the  very  question  of  the  power,  the  right  to  decide 
which  underlies  and  supports  the  entire  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of 
the  United  States — ^which  would  be  rendered  powerless,  if  unable 
to  decide  this  prelimmary  point  without  interference  from  State 
tribunals. 

Our  governmental  theory  recognizes  separate  and  defined  spheres 
for  the  United  States  and  the  several  States,  with  all  appropriate 
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incidenta — judicial  and  others.    Any  improper  interference  or  en- 
croachment by  one  upon  another  serves  to  weaken  all. 

Under  the  law  as  stated  in  the  cases  cited,  and  from  the  return 
of  the  Marshal  in  this,  it  appears  that  the  petitioner  is  in  his  cus- 
tody under  the  authority  of  the  United  States.  This  Court  can, 
therefore,  proceed  no  further,  and  the  Marshal  must  retain  his 
prisoner.    It  is  so  ordered. 

Johnson,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  the  foregoing  decision. 
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IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  ESTATE  OF  MARCO  Mllr-        \% 
LENOYIOH,  Dbcbased,  No.  1,  Leoatbbs  Appellants.  ^  % 

AcconiiTABiLiTr  or  Ezkcutors  and  Administiutobs.  While  the  law  closely 
Bcrntimzes  the  acts  of  executors  and  administrators,  and  requires  the  utmost 
good  faith  from  them  in  all  their  transactions  with  or  on  behalf  of  the  estate, 
it  does  not  require  infallibility  of  judgment  nor  rigorous  accountability  for  any 
mishap  which  may  occur  during  the  administration. 

LuBiLiTT  07  Executors  for  Losses.  If  an  executor,  in  the  conscientious  and 
judicious  discharge  of  his  duty,  sustains  a  loss  by  reason  of  unfortunate  cir- 
cumstances, and  not  by  reason  of  any  violation  of  a  positive  requirement  of 
law,  he  should  not  be  held  to  strict  personal  account  for  such  loss. 

PoBiTiTS  Law  muot  be  strictlt  followed  by  Executors.  When  the  law  has 
clearly  pointed  out  a  certain  course  to  be  pursued  by  executors,  that  course 
must  be  strictly  followed ;  and  if  they  disregard  it  they  should  be  held  to 
answer  for  any  loss  which  the  estate  may  suffer  thereby,  notwithstanding  they 
may  have  been  actuated  by  the  best  of  motives. 

Acts  of  Executors  in  oood  faith  without  Order  of  Court.  If  an  executor 
should  in  good  faith  do  an  act  without  an  order  of  Court,  which  the  law  de- 
clares shall  not  be  done  without  such  order,  and  if  the  act  be  one  which  the 
Court  would  have  approved  or  ordered  done,  and  no  injury  has  resulted  from 
his  action,  he  should  not  be  chargeable  with  mismanagement  of  the  estate. 
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SSTTLKKBMT  OF  ACCOUNTS     OF    EziOUTORS — ^iRRXaULARITIKS     IN     PROCEKDINOS.       It- 

regularities  io  probate  proceedings,  which  have  not  been  prejudicial  to  the 
estate,  should  not  influence  the  Court  in  the  settlement  of  accounts,  the  main 
inquiry  in  such  cases  bdng  whether  the  amounts  charged  are  just  and  legal 
claims  against  the  estate,  and  whether  the  executor  has  managed  its  affairs 
with  good  faith  and  ordinary  prudence. 

Onsotions  to  Appraiscrs  not  YixiD  Objictionb  to  Ezecutobb'  Aocounts. 
That  the  appraisers  of  an  estate  were  not  disinterested  parties,  as  by  statute 
they  are  required  to  be,  is  no  reason  why  the  just  accounts  of  the  executor 
should  not  be  settled  and  allowed. 

Oblirqks  for  Repairs  made  bt  Executors.  If  an  executor  be  authorized  to 
make  repairs  to  the  property  of  his  testator^s  estate,  and  in  so  doing  expend 
somewhat  more  than  the  real  value  of  the  improvements,  yet  if  it  appear  that 
he  acted  in  good  faith,  and  exercised  ordinary  discretion  and  circumspection  in 
the  matter,  an  order  of  the  Court  below  allowing  the  charge  will  not  be  dis- 
turbed on  appeal. 

Leases  bt  Executors.  If  an  executor  lease  property  belonging  to  the  estate 
represented  by  him,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  should  lease  to  those  who  offer 
to  pay  the  highest  rent ;  the  purposes  for  which  the  property  is  to  be  used,  the 
responsibility  of  the  lessee,  the  length  of  time  for  which  he  may  agree  to  lease, 
and  many  other  circumstances  of  the  kind,  must  be  taken  into  consideration. 

Funeral  Expenses.  In  the  settlement  of  executors'  accounts  for  funeral  ex* 
penses,  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  should  be  taken  into  consideration, 
and  their  accounts  allowed,  if  they  have  acted  with  ordinary  prudence  and 
with  a  regard  for  decency  and  respectability,  according  to  the  condition  in  life 
of  the  deceased. 

Expenses  of  last  Sickness.  If  the  charges  allowed  and  paid  by  an  executor  for 
the  expenses  of  the  last  sickness  of  his  testator,  though  apparently  extrav- 
agant, are  no  more  than  the  usual  charges  for  like  services  at  the  time,  an 
order  approving  his  account  of  them  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal. 

Executors  interested  in  Purchases  from  Estate.  Though  the  statute  prohib- 
its executors  from  being  interested  in  the  purchase  of  the  property  of  the 
estate,  yet  if  such  a  purchase  be  made,  the  Court  may  affirm  it,  the  only  con- 
sideration in  such  case  being  the  interest  of  the  estate. 

Purchase  bt  Executor  after  Estate  ceases  to  have  Interest.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  probate  law  to  prohibit  an  executor  from  becoming  interested 
in  property  of  the  estate  of  his  testator  after  the  estate  has  ceased  to  have  any 
interest  in  it 

Desperate  Claims  due  Estates  of  Deceased  Persons.  An  executor  or  admin- 
istrator should  make  all  reasonaSle  effort  to  collect  all  claims  due  the  estate, 
but  he  should  not  involve  it  in  litigation  for  clums  which  in  his  judgment  can- 
not be  collected ;  and  if  such  claims  have  no  value  attached  to  them  in  the 
inventory,  it  will  require  clear  proof  of  loss  through  his  carelessness  or  want 
of  attention  to  charge  him  with  the  amount  of  them. 

IfiNiNO  Stocks  of  Deceased  Persons.  Mining  stocks  belonging  to  the  estate 
of  a  deceased  person,  which  are  only  an  expense  to  it,  should  be  disposed  of, 
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unless  it  be  qaite  evident  that  it  would  be  for  the  interest  of  the  estate  to  bold 
them. 

PAYMI5T  or  AsssssMXMTs  ON  MiMiNO  STOCKS  BY  EzECTTORS.  It  is  wi^hin  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Probate  Court  to  order  payment  of  assessments  legally 
levied  upon  mining  stocks  belonging  to  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person ;  and 
if  the  executor  act  in  obedience  to  such  order,  it  would  be  inequitable  to  charge 
him  personally  with  payments  so  made,  or  refuse  to  allow  them  as  just  pay- 
ments made  for  the  estate. 

L068  or  Records — Neglect  or  Clerks  to  enter  Orders.  Where,  on  a  con- 
tested settlement  of  the  accounts  of  an  executor,  he  claimed  that  he  had  paid 
certain  assessments  on  mining  stocks  under  an  order  of  the  Probate  Court 
directing  him  to  do  so,  and  the  order  did  not  appear  to  have  been  entered  on 
the  minute  book  of  the  Court,  and  could  not  be  found  among  the  papers  on 
file,  but  the  attorney  for  the  executor  testified  that  it  had  been  duly  made,  and 
that  he  had  seen  it  among  the  papers  of  the  Court  after  the  contest  had  arisen, 
and  that  no  assessments  were  paid  until  after  the  making  of  the  order :  Metd^ 
that  the  neglect  of  the  clerk  to  enter  the  order,  or  its  loss,  could  in  no  way 
affect  the  rights  of  the  executor,  nor  render  the  order  less  effective  as  a 
protection  to  him. 

Sboondart  Evidence  or  Lost  Judicial  Records.  Where  an  order  of  the  Pro- 
bate Court,  necessary  as  an  authorization  to  justify  the  acts  of  an  executor,  in 
lost,  secondary  evidence  of  its  character  is  allowable. 

Lncicu  V.  Medin,  (3  Kev.  98)  to  the  effect  that  a  decree  of  settlement  of  the 
accounts  of  an  executor  or  administrator  closed  all  further  investigation  in 
respect  to  all  accounts  allowed,  except  where  some  error  or  mistake  appeared 
upon  the  record,  approved. 

Expenses  or  Contests  between  Executors.  The  expenses  incurred  in  a  con- 
troversy between  executors,  one  opposing  the  qualification  of  the  others,  are 
not  just  or  proper  charges  against  the  estate. 

Illegal  Claims  against  Estates  partly  Paid.  The  &ct  that  part  of  an  illegal 
claim  against  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person  has  been  paid  and  allowed  in  a 
previous  account  of  the  executor,  is  no  reason  why  the  balance  should  be 
allowed  on  a  subsequent  account 

Executors  Competent  Witnesses  on  their  own  BsHALr.  An  executor  is  not 
within  the  exception  of  the  Act  excluding  persons  as  witnesses  on  their  own 
behalf,  where  the  opposite  party  is  the  representative  of  a  deceased  person, 
etc.     (Stats.  1864-6,  77.) 

Costs  on  Contested  Settlement  or  Executor's  Accounts.  Where,  in  a  con- 
test as  to  the  settlement  of  the  accounts  of  an  executor,  the  Court  below  de- 
ducted a  considerable  sum,  and  then  allowed  the  balance  of  the  accounts : 
Heldy  that  the  contestants  were  entitled  to  their  costs. 

Construction  or  Section  Three  Hundred  and  Eleven  or  Practice  Act.  Sec- 
tion three  hundred  and  eleven  of  the  Practice  Act  does  not  conflict  with  Sec- 
tion four  hundred  and  forty-one  of  the  same,  which  allows  costs  to  the  con- 
testants of  an  executor's  accounts  as  the  prevailing  parties,  when  they  succeed 
in  reducing  the  amounts  allowed  on  settlement. 
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Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  first  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

Marco  Millenovich,  the  deceased,  was  a  saloon  keeper,  doing 
business  at  the  "  San  Francisco  Saloon  "  in  Virginia  City,  in  part- 
nership with  Marco  Medin  and  Luco  Zenovich — he  being  interested 
to  the  extent  of  one-half  and  they  to  the  extent  of  one  fourth  each. 
On  July  4th,  1863,  in  a  difficulty  which  occurred  at  the  saloon,  he 
received  a  mortal  wound,  of  which  he  died  some  ten  days  after- 
wards, leaving  a  will,  and  appointing  therein  Marco  Medin  and 
Vincent  Millatovich  his  executors.  Soon  after  his  death,  Medin 
qualified  as  executor  and  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties 
as  such.  Millatovich  at  first  declined  to  accept  the  trust  of  coex- 
ecutor,  but  aft;erwards  did  apply  for  letters,  and  they  were  issued 
to  him,  though  his  claims  were  opposed  by  Medin,  on  the  ground  of 
want  of  qualification.  But  notwithstanding  his  appointment  as 
coexecutor,  it  appears  that  Medin  had  the  exclusive  control  and 
management  of  the  estate. 

Marco  Medin,  as  executor,  filed  hb  first  account  on  February 
18th,  1864,  and  a  second  one  on  February  12th,  1865,  which  were 
strenuously  contested  by  Andriana  Lucich  and  others,  the  legatees 
under  the  will,  and  were  passed  upon  by  the  Court  below.  From 
the  decree  thereon  an  appeal  was  taken,  the  decision  upon  which 
will  be  found  reported  under  the  titie  of  Lucich  v.  Medin^  in  8 
Nev.  93. 

There  was  subsequently,  on  November  28d,  1867,  a  final  ac- 
count filed,  to  which  the  legatees  interposed  a  great  number  of 
objections,  sixty- three  in  all,  the  principal  of  which,  and  all  that 
were  specially  urged  by  counsel,  are  stated  in  the  following  opinion. 
The  decree  of  the  Court  below  allowed  the  final  account  with  some 
modifications  and  exceptions ;  and  from  this  decree  there  were  two 
appeals — this  one  by  the  legatees,  and  another  by  the  executor, 
wUch  will  be  found  reported  as  the  next  case. 

(7.  E.  DtLong  and  P.  0.  Hundley^  for  the  Legatees  Appellants. 

I.  The  estimate  of  the  value  of  improvements  to  the  San  Fran- 
<nsco  Saloon,  made  by  McKay  and  others,  was  made  upon  all  the 
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improyements  on  the  premises,  and  is  a  liberal  one — as  McKay,  in 
his  testimony,  says  he  was  directed  to  make.  It  was  made  upon 
each  item,  by  actual  measurement  and  count,  and  by  men  experi- 
enced in  that  business,  who  were  engaged  at  their  trade  in  this  place 
at  the  time  the  improyements  were  made,  fuUy  up  in  the  prices  of 
labor  and  lumber,  and  yet  they  cannot  make  it  reach  the  sum 
charged  by  the  executor.  Why,  then,  should  a  greater  sum  than 
their  estimate  be  allowed  ? 

According  to  the  best  estimate  that  we  can  make  on  the  improye- 
ments, and  allowing  the  most  liberal  prices  for  labor  and  materials, 
and  taking  a  part  of  the  executor's  own  account  rendered,  we  show 
that  the  estate  has  paid  two  hundred  and  twenty  dollars  and  sixty- 
seyen  cents  more  than  its  due  proportion  of  the  expenses  for  im- 
proyements. 

n.  There  were  a  number  of  persons  who  were  desirous  of  rent- 
ing the  San  Francisco  Saloon,  and  procuring  the  good  will  of  the 
business  after  the  death  of  Millenoyich.  Applications  were  made  to 
rent  it.  Finally,  in  August,  1863,  Medin  for  himself,  Mark  Loyely, 
and  Spiro  Yucoyich,  agreed  with  N.  Millatoyich  to  take  it  for  six 
months,  at  six  hundred  dollars  per  month.  It  could,  according  to 
the  testimony,  haye  been  rented  readily  at  six  hundred  dollars  per 
month,  for  from  six  months  to  a  year,  to  other  parties.  Medin  has 
accounted  for  three  months  at  six  hundred  dollars,  and  for  the 
remaining  three  months  at  only  four  hundred  dollars.  He  should 
be  held  for  the  proportional  part  of  the  difference  belonging  to  the 
estate. 

The  executor  should  be  charged  with  what  the  property  could 
haye  been  rented  for ;  but  owing  to  partiality  or  fayor  shown  to 
himself  and  others,  he  failed  to  receiye  the  amount  that  the  prop- 
erty was  reasonably  worth.  For  if  he  could  receiye  more  for  the 
property,  and  failed  to  take  it,  it  was  clearly  his  fault,  and  he  is 
certainly  chargeable  with  the  difference  between  what  he  receiyed 
and  that  which  he  could  haye  receiyed.  An  executor  has  no  right 
to  be  generous  with  the  property  of  his  testator,  especially  so'  when 
the  drift  of  that  generosity  is  to  his  own  adyantage. 

III.  The  funeral  expenses  were  to  a  great  extent  unnecessary, 
eztrayagant,  and  prodigal.    The  aggregate  amount  charged  by  the 
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executor,  is  the  sam  of  one  thousand  three  hundred  and  twenty-five 
dollars  and  twenty-six  cents.  The  first  itom  is  the  transportation 
of  the  body  of  the  deceased  to  San  Francisco,  charged  at  three 
hundred  and  eight  dollars  and  fifty  cents.  We  think  there  should 
be  deducted  from  this  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and  eight  dollars  and 
fifty  cents.  Why  an  executor  would  ship  a  body,  by  private  con- 
veyance, at  a  cost  of  over  three  times  as  much  as  he  could  have 
shipped  it  by  one  of  the  express  companies,  is  strange  and  unac- 
countable. He  could  have  had  it  landed  in  San  Francisco  for  the 
sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  and  the  other  expenses  should  not  have 
been  over  four  hundred  dollars;  this  would  have  made  five  hundred 
dollars  in  all,  which,  deducted  from  the  one  thousand  three  hundred 
and  twenty-five  dollars  and  twenty-six  cents,  leaves  the  handsome 
sum  of  eight  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  and  twenty-six  cents 
to  have  erected  a  monument  or  laid  a  stone  to  mark  the  resting 
place  of  the  deceased.  The  medical  bill  is  most  extravagant ;  for 
an  illness  of  ten  days,  amounting  to  nine  hundred  and  twenty  dol- 
lars, nearly  one  hundred  dollars  per  day.  These  bills  having  been 
paid  without  any  order  of  Court,  the  executor  has  paid  them  at  his 
peril.  This  }S  the  first  time  the  heii'S  have  had  an  opportunity  of 
contesting  them,  and  we  may  well  ask,  would  any  Court  or  Jury- 
give  that  sum  for  medical  services  performed  for  the  deceased  ? 
We  think  not. 

lY.  At  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  firm  of  Millenovich  &  Co. 
was  doing  a  splendid  business,  of  about  seventeen  hundred  dollars 
per  month,  as  the  account  of  sales  show  from  the  first  to  the  fif- 
teenth  day  of  July,  a.d.  1863.  The  stand  was  well  and  favorably 
known ;  the  stock  of  liquors  on  hand  was  large,  of  good  quality, 
and  well  suited  to  the  business ;  and  the  purchase  of  so  complete  a 
stock  and  fixtures  in  connection  with  the  good  will  of  the  business 
was  desirable,  &nd  no  one  appreciated  this  condition  of  things  more 
than  did  Medin  and  Lovely ;  they  who,  in  connection  with  Spiro 
Vucovich,  purchased  them  of  Medin,  as  executor,  for  the  benefit  of 
their  new  firm. 

No  executor  can  directly  or  indirectly  purchase  any  property  of 
the  estate  which  he  represents.  (Stats.  1861,  219,  Sec.  195 ; 
Ogden  V.  Astor^  4  Sandford,  849  ;  Devine  v.  Fanning^  2  Johns. 
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Cb.  255 ;  Monroe  v.  AUaire^  2  Games'  Cases,  191 ;  Womdey  v. 
WormUjf,  8  Wheat.  Cond.  Rep.  480 ;  ZWdn  v.  CarhaH,  3  Bedford, 
376  ;  Ca9e  v.  AbU,  1  Paige's  Ch.  397,  and  note.) 

If  an  executor  cannot  purchase  from  his  coezecutor  without 
rendering  himself  liable  for  profits,  he  certfunly  must  when  he 
purchases  from  himself.  But  as  the  executor  and  his  partners  kept 
no  books,  it  is  impossible  in  this  case  to  ascertain  the  exact  profit. 
In  such  cases  it  has  been  usual*  to  impose  interest  upon  the  executor 
for  the  amount  of  the  purchase  from  the  estate.  Or,  to  take  an- 
other view  of  the  matter,  it  must  be  apparent  from  the  evidence 
and  authorities  above  cited  that  the  stock  of  liquors,  fixtures,  and 
the  good  will  of  that  business,  was  worth  more  than  cost  and  freight. 
The  same  quantity  and  quality  of  articles  could  not  be  placed  in 
that  saloon  for  the  money  for  which  they  were  sold.  There  must  of 
necessity  be  leakage,  commission,  breakage,  and  other  incidents  of 
expense,  whether  the  goods  were  ordered  from  below,  or  whether 
the  parties  went  after  them.  In  either  event,  these  expenses  would 
fall  on  the  purchaser ;  the  vendor  certainly  would  not  pay  and  bear 
this  loss.  And  taking  the  wholesale  price  at  this  place,  not  that  at 
San  Francisco  as  the  standard,  the  price  of  the  articles  sold  would 
be  greatly  enhanced  above  what  they  have  been  returned  by  the 
executor. 

y .  The  executor  has  failed  to  account  for  property  that  belonged 
to  the  estate,  and  that  came  into  his  hands;  among  which  is  a  safe, 
furniture,  and  clothes,  belonging  to  deceased  at  the  time  of  his 
death ;  blankets,  bedding,  aad  bedstead,  worth  in  all  about  two  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars.  These  things  having  been  shown  to  have 
been  in  the  possession  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and 
in  the  care  and  custody  of  the  executor,  he  must  show  what  he  has 
done  with  them,  or  else  they  must  be  charged  up  to  him. 

YI.  The  executor  returns  in  his  inventory  the  sum  of  about 
three  thousand  seven  hundred  dollars  for  debts  due  the  estate,  and 
only  the  sum  of  five  hundred  and  twenty  dollars  collected.  What 
exertion  has  been  made  by  the  executor  to  collect  the  sums  due  to 
Us  testator  ?  The  law  makes  it  imperative  upon  him  to  use  the 
utmost  diligence  in  collecting  the  debts  due  to  the  deceased,  and  if 
he  SguIs  to  use  this  diligence,  what  follows  ?    That  he  is  responsible 
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or  accoantable  to  the  estate  for  all  debts  that  renudn  uncollected 
by  his  fault.  Do  they  not  remain  uncollected  by  his  fault,  if  he 
uses  no  effort  to  collect  them  ?  If  such  is  not  the  case,  then  the 
failure  of  an  executor  to  do  his  duty  is  not  negligence  or  a  breach 
of  trust.  To  escape  responsibility,  the  executor  must  show  that  the 
debtors  are  insolvent,  or  at  least  must  show  a  demand  on  the  debtors 
and  a  refusal  on  their  part  to  pay.  QShvltz  v.  Ptdverj  8  Paige's 
Ch.  183 ;  2  Williams  on  Ex.  1686, 1687,  note  c.) 

The  executor  in  this  case  has  not  shown  a  demand  upon,  or  a 
refusal  of  a  single  debtor  to  pay  the  amount  due  the  estate,  or  that 
any  of  smd  debtors  were  insolvent,  or  unable  to  pay  the  amount 
due  the  estate.  Would  any  prudent  man  in  the  management  of 
his  own  concerns  have  been  so  remiss  in  his  duty,  and  so  neglect 
his  own  concerns  ?  Certainly,  less  diligence  and  attention  can  in 
no  instance  be  indulged  in  to  an  administrator ;  and  the  course  of 
the  decisions  would  seem  to  exact  a  greater  activity  and  devotion 
of  executors,  etc.,  in  the  execution  of  their  trust. 

Counsel  for  the  executor  seemed  to  intimate  that  the  heirs  or 
their  agent  had  the  right  to  collect  these  debts.  This  we  deny, 
and  say  no  authority  can  be  produced  to  substantiate  that  position. 

yil.  In  relation  to  the  order  said  to  have  been  made  by  the 
Probate  Court  ^'  to  pay  all  assessments  due,  and  to  become  due." 
We  maintain  that  the  Court,  being  under  the  territorial  government 
of  inferior  and  limited  jurisdiction,  had  no  power  or  authority  to 
make  an  order  for  the  payment  of  assessments  on  mining  stocks. 
The  assessments  on  mining  stocks  was  not  a  claim  against  the  estate ; 
the  company  could  not  sue  the  executor  for  the  assessments  on 
stocks  belonging  to  the  estate  in  case  he  refused  to  pay  them ;  the 
remedy  given  by  statute  to  the  company  was  to  sell  the  stock — they 
had  no  claim  against  the  estate.  The  Court  could  with  as  much 
propriety  have  ordered  the  executor  to  borrow  money,  or  pay  the 
money  on  hand  belonging  to  the  estate  to  some  charitable  institu- 
tion, as  to  have  ordered  the  executor  to  pay  all  assessments  on 
mining  stocks  due  or  to  become  due. 

But  we  assert  that  no  such  order  was  ever  made  by  the  Probate 
Court.  The  only  evidence  of  the  existence  of  any  such  order  is 
that  of  an  attorney.    Against  his  testimony  stands  the  records  of 
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the  Court,  the  testimony  of  witnesaes  familiar  with  the  papers,  that 
they  never  saw  any  such  order  among  the  papers,  and  the  foct  that 
no  such  order  was  produced  or  even  suggested  when  this  cause  was 
tried  before,  and  it  was  important,  if  such  an  order  existed,  to  have 
produced  it.  Not  a  paper  can  be  found  on  file  leading  to  the 
making  of  such  an  order,  and  if  the  Court  had  the  power  it  is  not 
to  be  presumed  that  it  would  make  it  upon  the  mere  verbal  sugges- 
tion of  counsel.  The  question,  then,  resolves  itself  into  this :  Had 
the  executor  a  right  to  pay  these  assessments  upon  his  own  motion  ? 
We  say  he  had  not.  What  power  does  an  executor  possess  other 
than  those  given  him  by  statute  ?  Is  not  that  the  measure  and 
limit  of  his  authority  as  to  what  he  shall  and  shall  not  do  ?  The 
executor  cannot  say  he  did  thus  and  so  in  good  faith  and  possibly 
for  the  benefit  of  the  estate;  his  powers  and  duties  are  not 
measured  by  good  intentions ;  if  so,  he  might  engage  in  any  specu- 
lation that  his  judgment  would  satisfy  him,  and  would  be  beneficial 
to  the  estate ;  and  would  the  plea  of  good  faith,  or  good  intentions 
restore  the  estate  to  the  heirs  and  absolve  him  from  all  accounl^- 
ability  ?     Surely  not. 

Where  the  executor  undertakes  to  go  beyond  the  strict  line  of 
his  duty  as  the  law  defines  it,  he  acts  upon  his  own  responsibility ; 
and  while  he  can  receive  no  profit  from  a  successful  use  of  his  in- 
vestment, he  must  bear  the  loss  of  a  failure.  (^Ustate  of  Knight^ 
12  Cal.  207 ;  Tompkins  v.  Weeksy  26  Cal.  69.) 

It  appears  in  this  case  that  the  executor  has  taken  the  money, 
received  from  the  sale  of  personal  property,  rents  of  real  estate, 
and  cash  on  hand  at  the  death  of  deceased,  and  applied  it  (amount- 
ing in  the  aggregate  to  the  sum  of  four  thousand  nine  hundred  and 
ninety-two  dollars  and  fifty  cente)  to  the  payment  of  assessments 
on  mining  stocks  that  are  valueless. 

This  Court,  when  this  case  was  previously  before  it,  both  in  the 
original  opinion  delivered  and  in  that  upon  petition  for  a  rehearing, 
83ud  expressly,  that  the  executor  was  guilty  of  an  unlawful  act,  if 
he  borrowed  money  for  the  estate  unless  authorized  by  will.  If  it 
were  unlawful  to  borrow  money  to  pay  a  legal  charge,  it  certainly 
was  unlawful  to  pay  an  illegal  charge  against  the  estate ;  and  if  he 
could  not  borrow  money  for  either  a  legal  or  illegal  purpose  he 
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could  not  legally  contsract  to  pay  interest  on  money  thus  illegally 
obtained. 

Again :  The  executor  sells  stock  without  any  authority  so  to  do, 
when  there  is  no  necessity  for  it,  and  refuses  to  apply  for  an  order, 
and  prosecute  it,  to  sell  the  stock,  where  there  is,  according  to  his 
statement,  an  urgent  necessity  therefor.  He  exhausts  the  funds  of 
the  estate  by  paying  heavy  assessments,  and  winds  up  ^y  selling 
the  Uncle  Sam  stock  only,  at  a  sacrifice,  and  retaining  the  other 
stocks  until  they  are  worthless,  making  no  effort,  so  far  as  disclosed 
by  the  testimony,  to  convert  them  into  money  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate. 

Such  being  the  status  of  the  Uncle  Sam  stock,  the  executor  is 
chargeable  with  the  appraised  value  in  the  inventory ;  and  if  the 
Court  finds  from  the  evidence  that  it  was  of  any  greater  value 
than  the  sum  at  which  it  was  appraised  at  any  time  before  or  after 
the  executor  disposed  of  it,  he  should  be  required  to  account  for  it 
at  such  value.  (1  Bouvier's  Law  Die,  word  *' Devastavit,"  and 
authorities  there  cited.) 

YIII.  We  claim  that  none  of  the  items  of  this -account,  though 
contained  in  a  former  account,  have  been  legally  adjudicated  and 
settled.  This  Court  having  required  the  executor  to  file  an  ac- 
count making  a  full  showing  of  all  property  and  assets  that  have 
come  to  his  hands,  up  to  the  time  of  filing  such  account,  ignores 
all  former  statements,  and  requires  the  executor  to  have  a  new 
accounting.  This  shows  that  the  former  accounts  were  not  correct ; 
that  he  had  not  accoujited  for  all  the  property  and  assets  received 
by  him  ;  for  if  the  other  accounts  were  correct  and  had  been  prop- 
erly adjudicated,  upon  what  principle  could  the  Court  ask  for  anew 
accounting  ?  The  object  was  to  open  up  the  whole  matter  for  a 
new  and  further  investigation,  to  be  determined  by  the  weight  of 
evidence  adduced  upon  the  trial  and  the  settlement  of  the  accounts 
as  filed. 

Again :  The  balance  paid  Aud  &  Beebe  appears  as  the  first  item 
in  the  third  and  final  account,  and  specifies  particularly  what  it  was 
for ;  to  wit :  ''  Cash  paid  Aud  &  Beebe,  bal.  in  full  for  professional 
services  in  matter  of  application  of  Vincent  Millatovich  for  letters 
testamentary  as  coexecutor,  three  hundred  and  seventy-five  dol- 
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lars."  This  amount  was  not  a  charge  against  the  estate,  and  should 
not  have  been  paid  by  the  executor.  And  the  same  is  true  of  bill 
of  -fifteen  dollars  paid  William  H.  Davenport  for  taking  affidavits 
of  claims  against  the  estate.  Each  claimant  is  required  to  present 
his  or  her  claims  against  the  estate  with  proper  vouchers,  and  in 
that  form  to  be  allowed  or  rejected  bj  the  executor ;  the  estate  is 
not  required  to  pay  for  the  affidavits  to  claims ;  that  is  the  duty  of 
the  claimants  themselves. 

IX.  We  have  examined  all  three  of  the  accounts  presented  for 
settlement,  as  to  the  amount  of  expenditures  for  which  there  are 
no  vouchers,  and  find  it  to  be  one  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixty- 
six  dollars  and  ninety-five  cents.  The  statute  is  imperative  that 
every  executor  or  administrator,  in  rendering  his  accounts,  ^'  shall 
produce  vouchers  for  all  charges  and  expenses  which  he  shall  have 
paid."  (Stats.  1861,  224,  Sees.  238,  234 ;  Wilcox  v.  Smith,  26 
Barb.  341.)  It  only  allows  the  oath  of  the  administrator  or  execu- 
tor without  vouchers  to  items  under  twenty  dollars,  and  that  is 
limited  to  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars.  It  is  certainly  against 
the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  statute  to  allow  the  executor  to  testify 
as  to  expenditures  which  he  has  paid,  where  the  same  is  over  twenty 
dollars.  And  we  here  assert  that  Medin  was  not  a  competent  wit- 
ness for  himself  on  the  trial  of  the  matters  contested  by  the  heirs, 
and  for  the  proof  of  his  position  refer  to  the  following  authorities : 
(Stats.  1864,  77,  Sec.  13 ;  WUcox  v.  Smith,  26  Barb.  344,  and 
authorities  cited ;  Monet/  v.  Buckland,  4  Nev.  45.) 

The  real  contest  in  this  matter  was  between  Medin  as  executor 
on  the  one  side  and  the  estate  of  the  deceased  on  the  other ;  a  set- 
tlement of  his  accounts  with  the  estate,  with  what  expenditures  paid 
by  him  he  should  be  credited,  and  to  what  amount  the  estate  was 
entitled  to  charge  him  for  property  and  moneys  received  by  him  as 
executor.  Therefore  the  testimony  of  Medin  should  be  stricken 
from  tlie  record.  Upon  a  just  and  proper  accounting  in  this  mat- 
ter, the  executor  will  be  found  indebted  to  the  estate  in  the  sum 
of  over  eight  thousand  dollars  and  a  fraction. 

R.  S.  Mrnck  and  Williams  ^  Bvder^  for  Executor,  Respondent. 
I.    In  adjusting  the  accounts  of  executors  Courts  are  governed 
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bj  principles  of  equity  as  well  as  of  law ;  and  it  is  at  all  times 
competent  for  an  executor  in  such  a  proceeding,  like  as  in  a  pure 
equity  proceeding,  unimpeded  by  technical  rules,  to  show  the  fair- 
ness of  his  dealings,  the  real  nature  of  his  transactions,  and  the 
amount  for  which  he  should,  in  fact,  be  held  liable.  ( Upson  v. 
BadeaUj  3  Bradf.  13.)  And  therefore  this  Court  will  be  governed 
by  the  well-established  rule  that  things  done  without  application  to 
the  Court  which  would  have  been  ordered  to  be  done  on  application, 
will  always  be  sanctioned  by  the  Court.  (Hill  on  Trustees,  853 ; 
1  U.  S.  Eq.  Dig.  487,  §  214.)  And  also  by  the  rule  that  an 
executor  is  not  chargeable  with  a  loss,  when  he  has  managed  as  a 
prudent  man  would  have  managed  his  own  affairs.  (1  U.  S.  Eq. 
Dig.,  49S,  §§  392  and  394 ;  Christy  v.  McBride,  1  Scammon, 
75.) 

Creditors  may  question  successfully  the  proceedings  and  outiays 
of  an  executor  when  heirs  and  legatees  cannot.  As  to  creditors, 
the  outlays  must  be  necessary  ;  as  to  heirs  and  legatees,  they  may 
be  liberal.  As  to  creditors,  the  executor  must  convert  the  property 
into  cash  ;  as  to  heirs  and  legatees,  it  is  his  duty  simply  to  preserve 
it.  (Haneock  v.  Padmofiy  20  E.  C.  L.  882 ;  Vemer's  Estate^  6 
Watts,  253.) 

As  to  the  charge  of  three  hundred  and  eight  dollars  and  fifty 
cents  for  the  transportation  of  the  body  of  deceased  by  Mullaney 
from  Virginia  City  to  California,  we  say  it  cannot  appear  exorbitant 
without  the  evidence,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  the  amount  is 
not  excessive.  There  were  but  two  ways  of  moving  the  body :  one 
by  public  conveyance,  the  other  by  private  conveyance.  Can  any 
Court  say  that  the  friends  of  the  deceased  acted  wrong  in  choosing 
either  mode  of  conveyance,  rather  than  the  other  ?  Or  can  the 
Court  say  even  under  the  proofs  that  the  mode  of  conveyance 
selected  in  this  case  was  not  proper,  or  even  that  it  was  not  the  only 
practicable  one  ?  There  was  no  proof  of  any  public  conveyance 
by  which  the  body  could  be  moved,  leaving  this  place  oftener  than 
once  a  week,  and  none  that  the  body  could  have  been  moved  at  the 
proper  time  by  such  conveyance.  Moreover,  while  it  may  appear 
that  the  body  might  as  safely  have  been  moved  by  the  cheaper 
mode  of  conveyance  as  by  the  other,  and  while  the  wishes  of  friends 
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whose  duty  it  was  to  see  the  deceased  decently  buried,  to  have  him 
transported  by  priyate  rather  than  public  conveyance,  might  seem 
a  matter  of  mere  pride  or  sentiment,  can  the  Court  say  that  such 
feelings  and  wishes  are  not  to  be  respected  and  gratified  even  at  a 
little  loss  to  the  heirs  and  legatees  ?  If  not,  why  shall  an  executor 
pay  the  greater  expenses  of  transporting  a  dead  body  from  the 
deathbed  to  the  grave  by  means  of  a  hearse  rather  than  a  dray, 
and  why  not  bury  him  in  his  old  clothes  to  save  the  new  ones  for 
his  devisees  ? 

We  submit  upon  this  item  that  prudence,  economy,  and  decency, 
required  the  executor  to  pay,  and  not  contest  the  item. 

II.  In  relation  to  the  assessments  on  mining  stocks,  it  was 
admitted  on  the  trial  that  the  amount  of  the  assessments  was  act* 
ually  levied,  and  the  money  actually  paid ;  that  if  it  had  not  been 
paid,  the  stock  would  have  been  sold  at  assessment  sale,  and  that 
the  stock  was  worth  more  than  the  assessment  levied  upon  it,  at  the 
time  of  the  payment.  It  is  contended  tiiat  the  law  conferred  no 
authority  upon  the  executor  to  make  these  payments,  and  that  he 
made  them  without  having  first  obtained  the  authority  of  the  Pro- 
bate Court  so  to  do.  Our  reply  is,  that  the  law  did  invest  the 
executor  with  auliiority  to  make  these  payments  under  the  circum- 
stances, and  not  only  so,  but  made  it  his  duty  so  to  do.  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  executor  to  preserve  the  estate  from  being  sacrificed,  or 
sold  for  any  legal  impositions  either  of  taxes  or  assessments,  where 
it  was  in  danger.  Ho  might  as  well  omit  the  payment  of  taxes,  as 
assessments  on  personal  property.  (^Reily  v.  Sampson^  10  Pick. 
873 ;  Cutler  v.  Middlesex  Factory  Company,  14  Pick.  484.) 

As  to  the  order  made  by  the  Probate  Court,  there  is  the  positive 
evidence  of  the  attorney  of  the  executor  in  the  estate,  that  such 
order  was  obtuned  by  him  before  the  payment  of  any  of  the  assess- 
ments, and  also  the  evidence  of  Medin  that  he  was  directed  by  the 
attorney  not  to  pay  any  of  the  assessments  until  the  latter  had 
obtiuned  such  an  order  for  their  payment,  and  that  he  paid  them 
only  after  he  was  advised  by  the  attorney  that  he  had  obtained  the 
order  for  the  payment  of  all  assessments  on  mining  stocks  belonging 
to  the  estate,  due  and  to  become  due. 

ni.    The  Court  upon  the  trial  expressed  its  satisfaction  as  to  the 
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account  for  improvements  and  repairs.  The  proofs  show  that  there 
was  expended  for  these  improvements  and  repairs  a  much  larger 
proportional  sum  than  that  charged  against  the  estate ;  and  it  is 
certain  from  the  proofs  that  the  executor,  with  the  other  joint  own- 
ers, paid  out  for  these  improvements  all  the  money  which  is  charged 
in  this  account  and  more ;  and  no  one  can  saj  that  it  was  not  paid 
out  fairlj  and  in  good  faith. 

Had  the  charges  not  been  reasonable,  it  is  not  likely  that  the 
other  owners,  who  were  on  the  ground  and  knew  all  about  it,  would 
have  paid  their  share,  which  they  did  without  objection. 

lY.  The  claims  of  Spiller,  Devens,  and  McMeans,  each  for 
fifty  dollars,  and  of  Echler  for  sixty  dollars,  of  Gautier  for  one 
hundred  dollars,  and  of  Bryant  for  five  hundred  dollars,  for  medicine 
and  surgical  attendance  upon  deceased,  were  all  expenses  of  the 
last  sickness,  directed  by  the  statute  to  be  first  paid,  and  were  so 
paid  as  allowed  by  the  Probate  Judge  and  the  executor.  It  would 
seem  that  the  deceased,  during  his  last  illness,  was  as  much  inter- 
ested in  and  entitled  to  decide  the  question  as  to  what  expense  he 
should  go  to  in  procuring  assistance  to  save  his  own  life  as  are  now 
the  devisees.  The  executor  paid  the  claims  in  good  faith,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  now  that  the  payment  of  the  last  dollar  of  any 
one  of  them  could  have  been  successfully  resisted. 

y .  As  to  the  question  of  rents,  the  Court  must  see  that  a  pru- 
dent man  must  look  at  various  things  in  choosing  a  tenant  and  fixing 
the  amount  of  rent.  Can  it  say  that  the  owners  of  this  property 
acted  unbusiness-like  and  imprudently,  not  only  as  to  the  interests 
of  the  estate,  but  as  to  their  own  interests  in  its  management  ?  One 
thing  is  certain  and  is  admitted — that  the  property  has  been  so 
managed,  that  while  almost  everywhere  else  in  the  city  rents  and 
values  have  declined  to  almost  nothing,  this  property  has  continued 
to  pay  a  liberal  rent,  ai^  is  still  counted  the  best  in  the  city. 
This  has  been  done  by  the  business  habits,  the  care  and  fidelity  of 
the  owners  of  the  property,  and  the  executor  with  whom  so  much 
fault  is  found. 

The  reduction  of  rent  complained  of  diminished  the  amount  of 
the  executor's  private  revenue  to  a  condderable  extent,  as  well  as 
it  did  that  of  Zenovich  and  of  the  estate. 
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It  is  plain  that  Medin  got  as  good  rents  as  anybody  else  who  let 
his  premises  to  responsible  and  permanent  tenants,  and  who  declined 
to  have  anything  to  do  with  mere  adventurers. 

YI.  As  to  the  uncollected  accounts,  we  insist  that  Medin  has 
done  all  that  his  duty  required.  The  appraisers  were  unable  to 
ascertain  that  these  accounts  were  worth  anything,  and  so  put  no 
value  upon  them,  and  yet  several  hundred  dollars  were  realized  out 
of  them.  The  truth  is,  as  Medin  says,  that  the  devisees  and  their 
agent  took  charge  of  them,  and  did  recover  from  parties  sums  of 
money,  boots,  and  sh6es,  and  other  things,  in  satisfaction  thereof. 

Furthermore,  under  the  circumstances  of  no  value  being  placed 
upon  those  claims  in  the  inventory,  and  of  the  testator  himself  con- 
sidering them  of  doubtful  value,  the  executor  was  not  at  liberty 
under  the  law  to  hazard  the  money  of  the  estate  in  hand,  in  attempt- 
ing to  secure  these  doubtful  claims,  and  especially  it  was  not  his 
duty  to  pursue  them,  except  at  the  request  of  the  legatees  or  devi- 
sees, and  upon  an  indemnity  against  costs,  neither  of  which  ever 
existed.     (^Sanborn  v.  Qoodhue^  ExW^  8  Foster,  48.) 

yil.  As  to  the  furniture  amidst  which  the  testator  died,  there 
is  no  proof  that  it  ever  came  into  the  possession  of  the  executor, 
and  he  can  be  held  responsible  only  for  what  came  into  his  posses- 
sion. Possibly,  engrossed  as  he  was  in  caring  for  the  decent  dispo- 
sition of  the  testator's  dead  body,  he  may  be  excused  for  not  having 
given  special  attention  at  once  to  the  collection  of  these  effects, 
which,  under  the  circumstances,  could  have  had  but  little  value. 
There  is  no  proof  that  i^e  executor  was  in  any  default,  or  that  these 
things  were  of  any  value  whateyer.  There  is  no  proof  but  hearsay 
that  the  safe  belonged  to  the  deceased. 

VIII.  As  to  the  want  of  vouchers,  we  insist  that  the  aggregate 
of  all  the  items  under  twenty  dollars  for  which  there  were  no  vouch- 
ers, does  not  exceed  five  hundred  dollars.  Medin  and  Eeeney  both 
testified  to  the  loss  of  many  vouchers. 

IX.  The  question  of  admitting  Medin  to  testify  we  supposed 
was  settled  on  the  trial,  and  not  now  open  for  discussion. 

X.  Upon  the  matter  of  striking  out  the  cost  bill,  we  insist  that 
the  order  was  correct.  The  matter  of  costs  is  addressed  to  the 
equitable  discretion  of  tiie  Court.     (Stats.  1861,  235,  Sec.  296  ; 
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Stats.  1861)  237,  Sec.  811.)  Considering  the  whole  contest  apon 
the  accounts  of  the  executor,  he  prevailed.  He  was  sustained  in  more 
than  nineteen-twentieths  of  the  items  contested,  whether  we  con- 
sider the  written  objections  filed,  and  the  proofs  ofiered  by  the 
contestants  together,  or  their  proofs  alone.  On  an  appeal  from  a 
decision  upon  an  executor's  or  administrator's  accounts — where  the 
allowance  of  costs  is  matter  of  discretion  with  the  Appellate  Court — 
costs  are  not  allowed  the  appellant,  where  the  appellee  prevails  or 
is  sustained  as  to  any  of  the  material  items  objected  to,  or  where 
he  substantially  prevails.  In  such  case  the  rule  of  equity  is 
applied.  (^Ghiswold  v.  Chandler,  6  N.  H. ;  Wendell  v.  French, 
19  N.  H.  205 ;  1  Foster,  203 ;  83  N.  H.  104.  See  also,  Hastbum 
V.  Kirk,  2  John.  Ch.  817  ;  Harvey  v.  Chiltan,  11  Cal.  120 ;  Gray 
V.  Dougherty y  25  Cal.  266 ;  Scott  v.  Thorp,  4  Edw.  1 ;  Johnson 
V.  Taber,  6  Seld.  319 ;  Bighter  v.  StaU,  3  Sandf.  Ch.  428 ; 
Beacham  x.  Eckford,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  116 ;  Ten  Eyck  v.  Holmes,  8 
Sandf.  Ch.  428 ;  Travis  v.  Waters,  12  Johns.  500 ;  Mlnuse  v. 
Cox,  5  Johns.  Ch.  441.) 

The  allowance  of  costs,  then,  being  a  matter  of  discretion  with 
the  Court  below,  this  Court  has  no  power  to  review  that  discre- 
tion. (^People,  etc.  v.  The  N,  Y.  Central  B.  B.  Co.,  29  N.  Y. 
418.) 

DeLong,  Hundley,  and  J.  W.  Whitcher,  in  reply. 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

This  matter  comes  before  this  Court  upon  an  appeal  from  a  de- 
cree of  the  District  Court  settling  and  allowing  the  final  accounts  of 
Marco  Medin,  the  executor  of  Millenovich,  deceased.  Upon  the 
hearing  in  the  Court  below  between  the  contestants  and  the  execu- 
tor, several  items  were  stricken  from  the  account ;  but  it  is  claimed 
on  behalf  of  the  heirs  that  there  are  many  others  settled  and  allow- 
ed which  should  have  been  stricken  out.  The  objection  to  these 
items  will  be  presently  noticed,  but  it  may  be  well  to  observe  in 
the  outset  that  whilst  the  law  closely  scrutmizes  the  acts  of  execu- 
tors and  administrators,  and  requires « the  utmost  good  faith  from 
them  in  all  their  transactions  with  or  on  behalf  of  the  estate,  it 
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does  not  require  infallibility  of  judgment,  nor  rigorous  accountability 
for  every  mishap  which  may  occur  during  the  administration. 
When  the  law  requires  a  thing  to  be  done,  and  has  not  plainly 
marked  out  the  manner  in  which  it  shall  be  performed,  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator  is  required  to  exercise  not  only  the  utmost  good 
faith  but  also  ordinary  prudence  and  judgment  in  its  execution. 
But  when  it  has  already  pointed  out  a  certain  course  to  be  pursued, 
that  course  must  be  strictly  followed.  If  the  executor  in  the  con- 
scientious and  judicious  discharge  of  his  duty,  sustains  a  loss  by 
reason  of  unfortunate  circumstances,  and  not  by  reason  of  any 
violation  of  a  positive  requirement  of  law,  he  should  not  be  held  to 
strict  personal  account  for  such  loss.  ^^  If  the  administrator  has 
acted  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  used  proper  diligence,  and  acted 
with  ordinary  care  and  circumspection  in  the  discharge  of  his  trust, 
he  ought  not  to  be  held  answerable  for  the  losses  which  could  not 
have  been  foreseen,  and  which  ordinary  precaution  could  not  guard 
against."  (1  Scammon,  75.)  In  the  discharge  of  fiduciary  duties 
a  person  is  not  held  accountable  for  those  mischances  which  ordi- 
nary prudence  could  not  have  averted.  But  for  the  consequences 
of  rashness,  imprudence,  or  bad  faith,  he  is  held  most  rigorously 
answerable,  for  although  the  law  is  indulgent  to  those  whose  acts 
are  guided  by  good  motives  and  ordinary  prudence,  it  abhors  fraud, 
bad  faith,  and  reckless  imprudence. 

Suppose,  however,  the  law  points  out  a  certain  course  to  be  pur- 
sued by  an  executor  or  administrator,  and  that  course  is  disregard- 
ed, what  is  to  be  the  consequence  ?  One  thing  is  certain :  he 
should  be  held  to  answer  for  any  loss  which  the  estate  may  suffer 
thereby.  No  plea  of  good  faith,  or  the  exercise  of  prudence,  will 
avail  him  as  a  defense  in  such  case  against  the  claim  of  the  estate 
for  indemnity  or  accounting.  If  he  disregard  the  law  he  is  answer- 
able for  the  consequences,  notwithstanding  he  may  have  been  actu- 
ated by  the  best  of  motives.  We  do  not,  however,  wish  to  be 
understood  as  holding  that  every  violation  or  disregard  of  some  re- 
quirement of  law  will  subject  the  executor  to  the  imputation  of 
mismanaging  the  estate,  and  so  subject  him  to  a  deprivation  of  his 
just  commissions  or  compensation  for  the  services  performed  by  him. 
If,  for  example,  he  should  in  good  faith  do  an  act  without  an  order 
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of  Court,  which  the  law  declares  shall  not  be  doae  without  such 
order,  and  if  the  act  were  one  which  the  Court  would  have  ap- 
proved or  ordered  done,  and  no  injury  has  resulted  from  his  action, 
he  should  not  be  chargeable  with  mismanagement  of  the  estate.  In 
every  such  case,  however,  the  executor  renders  himself  liable  for 
any  loss  which  may  be  sustained  by  reason  of  the  irregularity  of 
his  proceeding.  Nor  should  the  Court  always  compel  the  executor 
to  undo  the  act  simply  because  it  was  done  without  an  order  pre- 
viously obtidned.  The  interest  of  the  estate  should  alone  be  con- 
sidered in  such  case.  If  it  would  be  for  its  benefit  to  have  the 
act  of  the  executor  set  aside,  that  course  should  be  pursued ;  but 
if  not,  it  should  be  approved.  ^^  It  is  a  rule  in  equity,"  says 
President  King,  in  Narri%  v.  Fisher ,  (2  Ashmead,  424)  ^^  that  if 
an  executor  does  without  application  what  the  Court  would  have 
approved  on  application,  he  should  not  be  called  to  account  and 
forced  to  undo  that,  merely  because  it  was  done  without  appli- 
cation." And  this  is  a  rule  equally  applicable  in  the  Probate 
Court  in  every  character  of  proceeding.  It  should,  therefore,  be 
borne  in  mind  that  irregularities  which  have  not  been  prejudicial 
to  the  estate  should  in  no  wise  influence  the  Court  in  the  set- 
tlement of  accounts.  The  main  iaquiries  are  generally,  whether 
the  accounts  are  just  and  legal  claims  against  the  estate,  and 
whether  the  executor  has  managed  its  afibirs  with  good  faith  and 
ordinary  prudence.  Beyond  these  it  is  generally  unnecessary  upon 
the  settlement  of  accounts  to  extend  investigation. 

It  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  the  heirs,  however,  that  many  of  the 
items  of  the  final  account  presented  by  the  executor  Medin  are 
unjust  and  exorbitant,  and  that  he  b  chargeable  with  gross  mis- 
management of  the  estate.  And  the  first  complaint  made  is,  that 
the  appraisers  of  the  estate  were  not,  as  by  statute  they  are  re- 
quired to  be,  disinterested  parties.  Whether  they  were  or  not  is  a 
question  not  necessary  to  be  determined  in  this  proceeding,  for 
whether  so  or  not,  cannot  afiect  the  executor's  right  to  have  his 
just  accounts  settled  and  allowed.  It  was  not  the  executor's  duty, 
but  the  Court's,  to  select  the  apprusers.  (Stats.  1861,  201,  Sec. 
108.)  The  failure  on  the  part  of  the  Court  to  appoint  proper 
persons,  certainly  does  not  subject  the  executor  to  any  imputation 
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of  wrong.  Hence,  all  that  is  said  with  respect  to  the  appraisers 
being  interested  parties  can  have  but  little  bearing  upon  the 
real  questions  to  be  determined  by  this  Court.  That  the  fiul* 
ure  of  the  Court  to  appoint  disinterested  persons  to  act  as  ap- 
pr^sers,  is  no  reason  why  the  executor's  account  should  not  be 
settled  and  allowed,  if  just  and  correct,  is  a  proposition  almost  self- 
evident.  And  another  complete  answer  to  what  is  sud  upon  this 
point  is,  that  the  proof  i^  satisfactory  to  us  that  the  property  sold 
was  appraised  at  what  it  was  worth,  and  sold  for  its  full  value  in 
the  market. 

.  The  first  item  of  expenditure  in  the  account  which  is  complained 
of  is  that  for  repairs  upon  certain  buildings,  and  improvements  of 
certain  real  estate,  owned  by  the  executor  and  the  deceased  in  his 
lifetime  as  tenants  in  common.  It  does  not  seem  to  be  claimed 
that  the  executor  had  not  the  right  to  make  these  improvements ; 
and  the  only  objection  which  is  made  to  this  item  is  that  it  is 
exorbitant.  Whether  it  is  so,  is  the  only  questioi)  to  be  decided 
by  this  Court.  The  sum  of  money  expended  for  these  purposes 
amounts,  in  the  aggregate,  to  three  thousand  one  hundred  and 
forty-one  doUars,  and  as  the  deceased  was  the  owner  of  an  undi- 
vided half  only,  but  half  of  this  sum  (fifteen  hundred  and  seventy 
dollars)  is  charged  to  the  estate.  It  can  hardly  be  doubted  tiiat 
this  sum  was  paid  by  the  executor  for  the  improvements.  But 
witnesses  on  behalf  of  the  contestants,  who  made  an  estimate  of 
the  value  of  these  improvements,  testified  that  they  should  not  have 
cost  over  about  twenty-seven  hundred  doUars.  The  difference 
between  this  estimate  and  the  amount  expended  by  the  executor 
was  about  four  hundred  and  forty  dollars  on  the  entire  improve- 
ments—or, two  hundred  and  twenty  doUars  on  the  estate's  propor- 
tion of  the  cost.  From  this  item  in  the  account,  it  is,  therefore, 
contended,  should  be  deducted  two  hundred  and  twenty  dollars. 
This  difierence  between  the  estimate  and  the  amount  charged  in  the 
account  by  the  executor  is  certainly  not  very  damaging  to  him, 
even  if  .there  were  no  testimony  in  support  of  the  item;  for  it  is 
well  known  that  estimates  of  the  costs  of  improvements  of  the 
character  made  by  the  executor  are  seldom  anything  more  than  an 
^>proximation  to  what  is  usually  the  real  cost.    Hence,  we  doubt 
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whether,  if  there  were  no  testimonj  whatever  on  the  part  of  the 
executor  in  opposition  to  that  presented  by  the  contestants,  this 
item  should  be  remedied.  But  the  executor  did  produce  testimony 
fully  showing  the  sum  paid  by  him  for  these  improvements,  and 
charged  to  the  estate,  to  be  moderate  and  reasonable ;  some  of  the 
witnesses  estimating  their  value  at  thirty-eight  hundred  dollars. 
The  testimony  being  thus  conflicting,  and  the  Court  below  having 
allowed  the  item  as  a  just  and  legal  charge  against  the  estate,  we 
would  not  feel  justified  in  disturbing  the  decree,  even  if  not  entirely 
satisfied  that  it  was  correct.  But  the  evidence  fully  satisfies  us 
that  the  item  is  just  and  was  properly  allowed. 

Even  if  it  were  satisfactorily  shown  that  the  executor  paid  two 
hundred  and  twenty  dollars  more  than  the  real  value  of  the  improve* 
ments,  if  he  acted  in  good  faith  and  exercised  ordinary  discretion 
and  circumspection  in  the  matter,  we  are  not  satisfied  that  he  should 
be  held  to  answer  for  such  excess  over  the  real  value.  (^OhrUty 
V.  McBride,  1  .Scam.  74.)  And  we  find  nothing  in  the  record 
to  impeach  either  the  good  faith  or  the  judgment  of  the  executor 
in  the  matter  of  improvements.  We  conclude  then  that  the  Court 
below  very  properly  refused  to  deduct  anything  from  this  item. 

It  is  next  claimed  that  the  executor  has  not  accounted  for  all  the 
money  received  by  him  as  rent,  and  that  he  leased  the  property 
belonging  to  the  estate  for  much  less  rent  than  could  have  been  ob- 
tained. Upon  these  points  also  we  find  the  testimony  conflicting. 
Upon  the  charge  that  all  the  rents  collected  are  not  accounted  for, 
the  evidence  is  very  strongly  in  favor  of  the  executor.  It  is  con- 
ceded that  the  rent  agreed  to  be  paid  by  Peiser,  at  first,  was  one 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  but  Lovely,  Yucovich,  and  Medin,  tes- 
tify that  it  was  reduced  to  one  hundred  dollars  per  month,  and  their 
testimony  is  corroborated  by  the  entries  made  at  the  time  in  the 
books  kept  by  the  executor.  This  Court  cannot  treat  this  testimony 
as  unworthy  of  belief,  when  it  prcfponderates  over  that  against  it, 
and  the  Court  below  credited  and  upon  it  settied  the  account.  And 
accepting  it  as  true,  the  amount  returned  by  the  executor  for  rents 
is  correct,  and  so  it  should  be  settied. 

Whether  the  executor  rented  the  several  buildings  to  the  best 
advantage,  and  in  this  respect  discharged  his  duty  faithfuUy  and 
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jadiciouslj,  are  questions  which  it  is  always  very  difficult  to  deter- 
mine, for  it  does  notby  any  means  follow  that  the  property  should 
have  been  leased  to  those  who  offered  to  pay  the  highest  rent. 
That  is  not  the  only  matter  to  be  considered  in  securing  a  tenant 
The  purposes  for  which  the  property  is  to  be  used,  the  responsiUlity 
of  the  lessee,  the  length  of  Jiime  for  which  he  may  agree  to  lease, 
and  many  other  circumstances  of  the  kind,  must  necessarily  be 
taken  into  consideration.  That  the  executor  was  offered  more  rent 
tiian  he  received  firom  those  to  whom  he  rented,  is  but  litUe  or  no 
indication  of  mismanagement  on  his  part.  With  all  the  circum- 
stances to  be  considered  in  such  a  case,  the  mere  proof  that  more 
rent  was  offered,  or  might  have  been  obtained,  is  not  sufficient  to 
justify  the  conclusion  of  misconduct  or  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the 
executor.  Where  so  much  must  necessarily  be  left  to  the  discretion 
of  the  executor,  he  should  not  be  held  to  account,  or  his  conduct 
impeached,  except  upon  strong  and  satisfactory  proof.  Here,  how- 
ever, there  is  proof  that  the  executor  generally  received  and  has 
accounted  for  as  high  rents  as  could  have  been  obtuned  from  re- 
sponsible tenants.  True,  some  witnesses  testify  that  they  offered 
more  rent  for  the  premises  than  was  being  paid,  but  the  answer 
which  one  of  them  says  was  made  him,  may  serve  as  an  explana- 
tion why  such  offers  may  not  have  been  accepted.  The  executor, 
he  says,  informed  him  that  he  preferred  to  rent  the  premises  to  the 
tenant  then  in  possession,  for  less  money  than  that  offered,  because 
he  considered  him  a  responsible  man.  The  executor  seems  to  have 
secured  good  tenants,  and  he  may  very  properly  have  concluded 
that  it  was  better  for  the  estate  to  retain  them  than  to  rent  to  others 
of  doabtful  responsibility  at  higher  rents.  It  is  shown  that  the 
San  Francisco  Saloon  was  rented  at  six  hundred  dollars  per  month 
for  the  first  three  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  executor, 
but  so  it  is  also  proven  that  it  became  necessary  to  reduce  it,  as  the 
business  would  not  warrant  the  payment  of  that  amount. 

If  it  were  shown  that  the  executor  in  bad  faith,  or  injudiciously, 
rented  the  property  of  the  estate  for  less  than  it  should  have 
brought,  and  what  could  with  judicious  management  have  been  ob- 
tuned,  undoubtedly  he  should  be  held  to  account.  But  the  evidence 
to  establish  it  should  be  of  the  most  satisfactory  character.    In  this 
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case  the  evidence  ia  conflicting,  and  on  the  whole  we  think  there  is 
sufficient  testimony  to  uphold  the  conclusion  attained  by  the  Court 
below  upon  this  item  also. 

It  is  claimed  further  bj  the  heirs  that  the  item  for  funeral  ex; 
penses  is  extravagantly  high..  It  certainly  appears  exorbitant, 
amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  over  thirteen  hundred  dollars.  But 
every  item  making  up  this  large  aggregate  is  given  by  the  executor, 
and  his  proofs  establish  beyond  doubt  that  he  paid  out  the  full 
amount  charged.  And  the  evidence  on -behalf  of  the  contestants 
does  not  show  the  amount  thus  paid  to  be  unusual  or  extravagant. 
It  is  not  claimed  that  the  executor  should  not  have  sent  the  body 
to  California  for  burial,  but  it  is  claimed  that  the  amount  paid  for 
doing  it  was  more  than  should  have  been  paid,  and  that  the  body 
could  have  been  sent  to  its  burial  place  by  public  conveyance,  for 
about  two  hundred  dollars  less  than  the  sum  charged  by  the  execu- 
tor, as  having  been  paid  by  him.  But  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
usual  charges  by  private  conveyances  at  that  time  for  like  services 
were  fully  as  much  as  what  is  charged  in  this  account,  and  this  was 
the  mode  of  conveyance  employed  by  the  executor.  Should  he 
have  employed  the  cheaper  mode  ?  and  if  so,  should  he  be  held  to 
account  for  the  surplus  ?  It  seems  if  there  were  any  good  reason 
why  the  body  of  the  testator  should  be  taken  to  California  for 
burial,  upon  the  same  reason  it  should  be  conveyed  there  in  a 
decent  and  respectable  manner.  There  was  the  same  reason  for 
employing  a  private  conveyance  in  this  case,  as  there  is  usually  for 
employing  a  hearse  instead  of  a  common  cart,  which  might  be 
secured  for  much  less  money  than  the  ordinary  conveyance.  The 
evidence  certainly  discloses  no  want  of  good  faith  in  the  executor 
in  this  matter,  nor  indeed  anything  that  the  most  prudent  and  judic- 
ious man  might  not  have  done  under  like  circumstances.  With 
respect  to  funeral  expenses,  the  Courts  generally  take  into  consider- 
ation all  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  and  when  executors  have 
acted  with  ordinary  prudence,  they  are  not  held  personally  liable. 

So  it  may  be  said  of  the  expenses  of  the  last  sickness.  They 
appear  extravagant :  the  proof,  however,  abundantly  shows  that  all 
the  items,  including  the  surgeon's  bill,  were  no  more  than  the  usual 
charges  for  like  services  at  that  time.     Such  testimony  is  sufficient 
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to  sustain  tho  action  of  the  ei^ecutor  in  the  payment  of  these  ex- 
penses of  the  last  sickness. 

The  next  complaint  made  against  the  executor  is,  that  he  was 
interested  in  the  purchase  of  the  property  in  the  San  Francisco 
Saloon  belonging  to  the  estate.  This  is  expressly  prohibited  by  the 
statute  ;  and  if  the  Court  were  satisfied  that  it  was  so,  it  might 
have  declared  the  sale  absolutely  void — if  third  parties  would  not 
be  affected — and  ordered  all  the  profits  made  from  the  retail  sale 
of  the  liquors  to  be  paid  to  the  estate ;  or  if  it  were  more  beneficial 
to  the  estate,  could  have  affirmed  the  sale.  In  such  case,  the 
interest  of  the  estate  is  alone  to  govern  the  action  of  the  Court. 
The  sale  should  not  be  set  aside  if  to  do  so  would  be  in  any  wise 
prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  the  estate.  Whether  the  executor 
was  interested  or  not,  it  is  perfectly  evident  from  the  testimony 
that  the  property  was  sold  for  its  fuU.market  value,  and  the  money 
received  from  it  paid  to  the  estate.  Under  such  circumstances 
the  Court  should  not  arbitrarily  set  the  sale  aside,  whether  beneficial 
to  the  estate  or  not.  However,  that  the  executor  was  interested  in 
the  purchase  is  an  assumption  hardly  warranted  by  the  evidence. 
On  the  contrary,  the  persons  who  had  the  best  opportunity  of  know- 
mg — ^those  to  whom  the  sale  was  in  fact  made — testify  that  he  was 
not ;  that  he  did  not  become  interested  in  the  saloon  until  after 
the  appraisement  and  sale  to  Lovely  and  Yucovich.  It  is  true,  an 
executor  or  administrator  subjects  himself  to  suspicion  when  he 
acquires  an  interest  in  property  belonging  to  the  estate,  even  after 
sale  to  tiiird  parties — and  hence,  it  should  always  be  avoided ;  but 
there  is  nothing  in  the  law  to  prohibit  him  from  becoming  interested 
after  the  estate  has  ceased  to  have  an  interest.  The  testimony  in 
this  case  shows  that  Medin  did  not  purchase  from  the  estate  and 
was  not  interested  in  that  sale,  but  he  acquired  an  interest  after 
a  sale  for  its  full  value  to  Lovely  and  Yucovich.  An  interest  so 
acquired,  although  it  may  create  the  suspicion  that  he  was  inter- 
ested in  the  first  sale,  is  nevertheless  not  sufficient  to  authorize 
setting  it  aside.  The  Court  ruled  correctly,  then,  in  refusing  to 
disturb  the  sale. 

Again :  The  contestants  complain  that  proper  diligence  was  not 
used  to  collect  the  debts  due  the  estate.    It  is  not,  however,  shown 
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that  any  solvent  debt  has  been  lost  by  the  default  of  the  execator. 
The  attempt  to  do  so  proved  abortive.  As  no  valae  was  placed 
upon  these  debts  in  the  inventory,  they  mast  be  considered  des- 
perate ;  and  in  such  case  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  contest- 
ants, when  it  is  sought  to  make  the  executor  liable  for  loss  resulting 
from  such  cause. 

In  the  case  of  Rowan  v.  Eirkpatrick  et  aU.^  (14  CI.  12) 
where  an  attempt  was  made  to  hold  the  executor  liable  for  uncol- 
lected debts,  the  Court  used  this  language,  which  is  pertinent  here: 
^'  Prima  facie  his  (the  executor's)  estate  should  not  be  held  liable 
for  any  of  the  uncollected  debts  which  were  inventoried  as  des- 
perate. Upon  clear  proof  that  any  debt  was  lost  through  his  care- 
lessness or  want  of  attention,  his  estate  should  undoubtedly  be  held 
responsible ;  but  an  administrator,  who  has  acted  in  good  faith  in 
the  collection  of  the  debts  due  his  intestate,  and  intended  fully  and 
fairly  to  discharge  his  duty  in  that  respect,  ought  not — if  his  inten- 
tions have  been  decided  by  a  reasonable  judgment  in  the  matter — 
bo  charged  with  the  loss  of  debts  which  he  has  failed  to  collect. 
While  care  must  be  taken  to  guard  against  an  abuse  of  their  trusts, 
by  administrators,  Courts  ought  not  to  hold  them  personally  liable 
upon  slight  grounds,  lest  suitable  persons  be  deterred  from  under- 
taking these  offices."  An  executor  or  administrator  should  cer- 
tainly make  all  reasonable  effort  to  collect  the  debts  due  the  estate; 
but  he  should  not  involve  it  in  litigation  for  claims  which,  in  his 
judgment,  could  not  be  collected.  K  the  debts  be  inventoried  as 
desperate,  he  should  not  be  held  for  any  uncollected,  unless  it  be 
shown  that  they  were  lost  by  his  want  of  proper  management  or 
effort. 

We  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  holding  that  no  effort  should 
be  made  to  collect  even  desperate  debts ;  on  the  contrary,  the  exec- 
ator should  make  all  reasonable  exertion  to  collect  them.  If, 
however,  no  collections  are  made,  the  burden  of  proving  that  they 
might,  by  proper  effort,  have  been  collected,  lies  upon  those  who 
seek  to  make  the  executor  or  administrator  liable  for  loss.  In  short, 
prima  facie^  all  debts  which  are  inventoried  as  desperate,  or  to 
which  no  value  is  attached,  are  to  be  treated  as  uncollectable — 
hence,  it  is  incumbent  upon  those  claiming  that  they  were  solvent 
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and  collectable  to  establish  that  fact.  In  this  case,  as  before  stated^ 
the  contestants  have  not  shown  that  any  collectable  debt  has  been 
lost  by  the  fault  of  the  executor.  He  should  not,  therefore,  be  held 
answerable. 

So,  too,  it  is  claimed  the  executor  had  no  authority  to  pay  the 
assessment  leyied  upon  mining  stocks  belonging  to  the  estate.  It 
is  admitted  that  the  assessments  were  actually  levied ;  that  they 
were  paid  by  the  executor ;  that  if  not  paid,  the  stocks  would  have 
been  sold ;  and  that  the  stock  was  worth  more  than  the  assessments 
leyied  at  the  time  of  payment. 

Under  the  statute  of  this  State  the  executor  and  administrator 
have  the  possession  and  control  of  both  the  real  and  personal  prop- 
erty belonging  to  the  estate,  which  it  is  incumbent  upon  them  to 
manage  under  the  direction  of  the  Probate  Court  prudently  and 
economically,  always  of  course  following  the  requirements  or  direc- 
tions of  the  statute  where  any  exist.  The  statute  makes  it  his  duty 
to  care  for  and  manage  the  estate.  With  the  possession  and  full 
control  of  all  the  property  of  the  estate  in  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator, who  is  required  to  manage  it  with  prudence  and  good  faith, 
can  it  be  said  with  any  show  of  reason  that  he  has  not  the  right, 
and  would  not  be  justified  by  an  order  of  the  Probate  Court  to  pay 
any  legal  claim  against  the  property,  which  if  not  paid  would  result 
in  its  loss  to  the  estate  ?  Is  it  not  the  executor's  or  administrator's 
duty  to  pay  all  legal  taxes  levied  upon  the  property  of  the  estate, 
or  will  he  be  justified  in  permitting  it  to  be  sold  to  satisfy  them  ? 
Why  is  it  not  equaUy  his  duty  to  pay  such  assessments  upon  mining 
stocks  as  may  be  legally  levied,  and  the  payment  of  which  is  neces- 
sary to  preserve  it  from  sale  ?  To  allow  valuable  stock  to  be  sold 
for  assessments  less  than  its  value,  would  certainly  subject  an 
executor  to  the  charge  of  misconduct.  It  is  perhaps  not  his  duty, 
nor  do  we  think  he  would  be  justified  in  holding  stock  which  is  sub- 
ject to  assessments  beyond  such  time  as  will  be  necessary  to  obtain 
an  order  of  Court  respecting  it.  Property  of  this  kind,  which  is 
only  an  expense  to  the  estate,  should  certainly  be  disposed  of  in 
some  way,  unless  it  be  quite  evident  that  it  would  be  for  the  interest 
of  the  estate  to  hold  it.  But  in  such  case  an  executor  would  cer* 
tainly  subject  himself  to  liability  for  all  loss  unless  he  acted  under 
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the  direction  of  the  Court ;  for  his  primary  duty,  it  would  seem, 
is  to  obtun  an  order  to  sell  such  property.  But  an  order  of  Court, 
ordering  him  to  pay  all  assessments,  is  a  sufficient  protection  to 
him.  It  is,  undoubtedly,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Probate 
Court  to  order  such  payments ;  and  if  the  executor  act  in  obedience 
to  such  order,  it  would  surely  be  inequitable  to  charge  him  per- 
sonally with  payments  so  made,  or  refuse  to  allow  them  as  just  pay- 
ments made  for  the  estate.  The  Probate  Court  in  this  case  ordered 
the  executor  to  pay  all  assessments  then  due,  or  which  might  there- 
after become  payable  on  the  stock.  In  accordance  with  this  order 
a  large  sum  of  money  was  paid,  and  now  it  is  claimed  that  his  clium 
for  the  money  so  paid  should  not  be  allowed.  Had  he  not  acted 
under  an  order  of  Court  we  should  be  induced  to  think  it  should 
not  be  allowed,  for  payment  of  the  amount  of  assessments  here 
charged  would,  if  not  paid  by  order  of  Court,  be  unwarranted  under 
the  circumstances.  Why  the  Probate  Court  should  have  made  an 
order  so  general  and  sweeping  is  entirely  inexplicable,  unless  that 
tribunal  was  imbued  with  the  notion  so  prevalent  among  the  people 
in  general  at  that  period,  that  mining  stocks,  no  matter  how  un- 
profitable at  the  time,  or  how  heavy  the  assessments  upon  them, 
were  nevertheless  not  to  be  disposed  of  for  any  reasonable  sum, 
because  of  the  priceless  value  which  it  was  supposed  they  were  to 
possess  in  the  immediate  future.  No  matter  how  indiscreet,  the 
order  was  made,  the  executor  acted  in  accordance  with  it,  and  we 
see  no  just  grounds  upon  which  his  estate  can  be  chargeable  with 
the  money  so  paid. 

But  it  is  argued  by  counsel  that  no  such  order  was  ever  made. 
The  attorney  who  obtained  it,  however,  testifies  positively  that  it 
was,  and  that  no  assessments  were  paid  until  after  it  was  made ;  that 
he  saw  the  order  among  the  papers  of  the  Court  after  this  difficulty 
between  the  contestants  and  the  executor  had  occurred.  It  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  entered  at  length  on  the  minute-book  of 
the  Court,  as  required  by  section  two  hundred  and  eighty  of  the 
Probate  Act ;  but  such  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  Clerk  of  the 
Court  can  in  no  wise  affect  the  rights  of  the  executor,  nor  render 
the  order  less  effective  as  a  protection  to  him.  It  was  no  fault  of 
his  that  the  order  was  not  properly  entered,  and  if  it  were  in  fact 
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made,  (and  upon  the  testimony  we  have  no  alternative  but  to  believe 
that  it  was)  that  is  safficient  for  his  protection.  The  order  itself,  it 
is  trae,  was  the  best  evidence,  but  not  being  able  to  find  it  among 
tiie  records  of  the  Courts,  secondary  evidence  of  its  character 
should  certainly  be  allowed  in  a  case  of  this  kind.  The  Court 
below  received  the  evidence  of  the  attorney  who  obtained  the  order 
upon  that  matter,  and  properly  so. 

As  to  the  items  embraced  in  the  second  account,  it  is  only  neces- 
sary to  say  that  they  have  once  been  settled  and  allowed  by  the 
Court ;  and  section  three  hundred  and  thirty-nine  of  the  Probate 
Act  makes  such  settlement  final  and  conclusive  unless  reversed  on 
appeal.  The  language  of  tUs  section  received  the  consideration  of 
this  Court  in  the  case  of  Lucich  v.  Medin^  (3  Nev.  93)  where  it 
was  held  that  a  decree  of  settiement  closed  all  further  mvestigation 
in  the  respect  to  all  accounts  allowed,  except  where  some  error  or 
mistake  appeared  upon  the  record.  There  is  nothing  upon  the 
record  showing  that  any  item  of  the  second  account  was  allowed  by 
mistake,  or  that  the  Court  committed  any  error  in  so  allowing  it. 
The  decree  settling  it,  it  must  therefore  be  accepted  as  conclusive 
of  the  legality  and  justice  of  every  item  in  the  account. 

There  is  an  item  in  the  third  account  which  we  think  was  improp- 
erly allowed :  that  is,  the  claim  of  three  hundred  and  seventy-five 
dollars  allowed  Aud  &  Beebe,  for  attorneys'  fees.  This  charge  was 
for  service  rendered  in  a  controversy  between  the  executors  them- 
selves— ^Medin  opposing  the  qualification  of  Millatovich,  his  coex- 
ecutor,  who  was  afterwards  admitted.  The  services  rendered  were 
for  Millatovich. 

In  contests  of  this  kind  between  executors,  it  is  certainly  not  just 
or  proper  that  the  estate  should  be  charged  with  the  expense.  It 
is  true,  a  portion  of  this  fee  was  previously  piud  and  allowed  by  the 
Court,  and  this  perhaps  led  Medin  to  believe  that  the  balance  would 
also  be  allowed ;  but,  properly,  he  should  have  been  held  liable  for 
the  entire  fee.  That  a  portion  of  it  has  been  paid,  by  the  order  of 
the  Court,  by  the  estate,  is  no  reason  why  it  should  be  charged 
with  the  balance.  This  item  was,  we  thmk,  improperly  allowed, 
and  must  be  stricken  out.  ' 

We  are  unable  to  see  the  force  of  the  objection  that  Medin  is 
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not  a  competent  witness  on  his  own  behalf.  He  certainly  does  not 
come  within  the  exceptions  mentioned  in  section  thirteen,  (Stats. 

1864-5,  77)  as  that  section  is  interpreted  by  this  Court  in  the 
case  of  Roney  v.  BucUandy  {avde  )  ;  nor  does  the  case  of  WUcoz  v. 
Smith  (26  Barb.  87)  bear  out  the  position  of  counsel  for  contest- 
ants, for  it  will  be  seen  by  that  case  tiie  code  of  procedure,  which 
in  New  York,  as  in  this  State,  allows  parties,  although  interested, 
to  testify,  has  no  application  to  proceedings  in  the  Surrogate  Court ; 
whilst  in  this  State  it  is  expressly  declared  that  the  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding prescribed  by  the  Practice  Act  shall  be  applicable  to  pro- 
bate proceedings.  (Probate  Act,  Sec.  295.)  His  own  testimony 
is  not  of  course  sufficient  to  support  any  item  of  expenditure  exceed- 
ing twenty  dollars  without  a  voucher,  (Probate  Act,  Sec.  284) 
unless  it  be  shown  that  vouchers  were  in  fact  taken,  but  were  lost 
or  destroyed,  and  no  new  vouchers  could  be  obtained. 

As  to  the  matter  of  costs  in  the  Court  below,  the  contestants  are 
certainly  entitled  to  them.  It  appears  that  upon  this  contest  the 
Court  below  deducted  the  sum  of  sixteen  hundred  and  seventy  dol- 
lars, the  most,  if  not  all,  of  which  was  properly  deducted.  To  this 
extent  the  contestants  prevailed  in  the  lower  Court,  and  are  entitied 
to  their  costs.  Section  four  hundred  and  forty-one  of  the  Practice 
Act  declares :  ^^  There  shall  be  allowed  to  the  prevailing  party  in  any 
action  in  the  Supreme  Court,  District  Court,  and  Probate  Court, 
his  costs  and  necessary  disbursements  in  the  action  or  special  pro- 
ceeding, in  the  nature  of  an  action."  The  section  three  hundred 
and  eleven  of  the  Practice  Act  in  no  wise  conflicts  with  this  section, 
for  it  only  provides  for  the  allowance  of  costs  in  cases  not  otherwise 
provided  for  by  law. 

The  order  of  the  Court  below  striking  out  the  cost  bill  filed  by 
the  contestants  was  therefore  erroneous  and  must  be  reversed. 
The  i(tem  of  three  hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars  allowed  And  k 
Beebe  must  be  stricken  out,  and  the  decree  in  this  respect  is  ordered 
to  be  so  modified ;  otherwise^  it  is  affirmed ;  respondents  to  pay  the 
costs  of  this  appeal. 

Whitman,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  the  foregoing  decision. 
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IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  ESTATE  OF  MARCO  MILLE- 
NOVICH,  Dbcbasbd. — ^No,  2 — Executor,  AppbhiAnt. 

iKTUiXn    ON    MOMBT  BOBBOWKD    BT    ExXOUTOBS  NOT    ALLOWED.      Au    eXeCUtOr    Or 

administrator  has  no  authority  to  borrow  money  for  the  use  of  the  estate  rep- 
resented by  him,  nor  will  interest  on  money  borrowed  for  the  estate  be  allowed. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  First  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

This  was  an  appeal  by  the  executor  from  the  same  decree  which 
was  the  basis  of  the  appeal  by  the  legatees  reported  in  the  foregoing 
case. 

JZ.  S  Mesiek  and  WiRianu  ^  BixUr^  for  Executor,  Appellant. 

P.  0.  Hundley^  for  Legatees,  Respondents. 

Executors  are  not  allowed  to  borrow  money  or  allowed  interest. 
{Lucich  V.  Medirty  8  Nev.  109 ;  Storer  v.  Storer^  9  Maes.  37.) 

The  point  of  interest  has  been  passed  on  by  this  Court,  and  is 
the  law  <fi  this  case.  (^Ludch  v.  Medin^  8  Nev.  109 ;  Phddn  y. 
San  Francisco,  20  Cal.  89.) 

By  the  Court,  Lbwis,  C.  J. : 

Marco  Medin,  the  executor  of  the  estate  of  Millenovich,  appeab 
to  this  Court  from  that  part  of  the  decree  disallowing  certain  items 
charged  in  his  final  account  as  interest  paid  on  money  borrowed  for 
the  estate. 

In  our  opinion,  the  decree  in  this  particular  is  correct.  The 
statute  no  where  confers  upon  an  executor  or  administrator  the 
authority  to  borrow  money  for  the  use  of  the  estate  represented  by 
him.  No  order  of  Court  directing  him.  to  do  so  was  produced  in 
this  case,  nor  was  there  any  showing  or  offer  to  show  that  the 
necessities  of  the  estate  required  anything  of  the  kind.  Were 
either  shown,  there  might  be  some  show  of  right  upon  the  side  of 
the  appellant;  but  in  the  absence  of  both  we  must  conclude  that  the 
borrowing  of  the  money  was  without  authority,  and  that  the  estate 
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Bhould  noli,  be  charged  with  interest  money  so  paid  by  him.  We 
do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  holding  that  even  an  order  of 
Court  directing  an  executor  to  borrow  money  for  the  use  of  the 
estate,  without  a  showing  that  its  necessities  required  it,  wUl  justify 
the  payment  of  interest,  or  entitie  the  executor  to  have  it  allowed 
out  of  the  estate  if  paid  by  him.  It  is  sufBcient  here  to  say  that, 
as  neither  was  shown  in  this  case,  the  appellant  has  failed  to  show 
error  in  the  particular  complained  of.  The  decree,  so  far  as  it  dis- 
allows the  item  of  interest,  is  therefore  affirmed. 

Whttmak,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  the  foregoing  decision. 


WILLIAM  WEBSTER,  Rbspondbnt,  v.  HENRY  L.  FISH, 

Appellant. 

iHJimonoN  TOO  late  to  bkbtrain  Act  alrkadt  dons.  Warrants  already  issued 
by  a  County  Auditor  are  beyond  the  reach  of  an  injunction  suit  brought  to 
restrain  him  from  issuing  such  warrants. 

OOTTNTT    WaBKAMTS    IBSUKD    WOT    AVFBCrBD    BT  SUBSKQUIRT    INJUNCTION.      An    in> 

JuncUon,  to  restrain  the  issuance  of  warrants  by  a  County  Auditor,  cannot 
affect  parties  interested  in  warrants  already  issued  by  him. 

Distinctness  of  Courtt  Funds — Issuance  or  Countt  Warrants.  The  mere 
fact  that  a  creditor,  haying  a  right  of  payment  out  of  the  "  General  Fund  "  of 
a  county,  may  have  a  right  to  enjoin  the  County  Auditor  from  issuing  war- 
rants in  favor  of  others  agamst  such  fund,  does  not  give  him  a  right  to  restrain 
the  Auditor  from  issuing  warrants  against  other  funds. 

Construction  and  Repair  or  Roads  and  Bridges — Powers  or  County  Com- 
missioners AND  Auditor.  Under  the  Act  of  1B65,  relating  to  the  apportion- 
ment of  county  revenues,  (Stats.  1864-6,  876)  it  is  within  the  power  of  County 
Commissioners  to  authorize  the  payment  of  indebtedness  incurred  in  the  con- 
struction or  repair  of  public  roads  and  bridges,  out  of  the  "  General  Fund,'* 
and  that  of  the  County  Auditor  to  draw  warrants  thereon  for  such  indebtedness. 

Construction  or  Statutes — "General  Fund"  or  County.  Under  the  Act  of 
1860,  relating  to  the  apportionment  of  county  revenues,  (Stats.  1864-6,  876) 
the  cost  of  the  construction  and  repair  of  public  roads  and  bridges  may  prop- 
erly be  considered  such  county  ejq)enditures  as  may  be  met  by  moneys  in  the 
"General  Fund"  of  the  Court 

Appeal  from  the  Districfc  Court  of  the  Third  Judicial  District, 
Washoe  County. 
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Webster,  the  plaintiff,  was  the  District  Attorney  of  Washoe 
Countj,  and  as  such  held  scrip  and  evidences  of  indebtedness 
against  the  ^^  General  Fund  "  of  the  county.  As  such  holder,  he 
commenced  this  suit  against  the  defendant,  I>lsh,  who  was  County 
Auditor,  to  enjoin  him  from  drawing  the  warrants  referred  to  in  the 
opinion.  The  Court  below  granted  a  perpetual  injunction,  ^^  the 
auditing  of  the  claims  on  the  several  funds  hereinafter  named, 
[naming  the  several  claims  allowed  to  the  amount  of  over  six  thou« 
sand  dollars]  being,  in  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court,  illegal 
and  without  authority  of  law." 

Robert  M,  Clarke^,  for  Appellant. 

The  County  Coomiissioners  have  power  in  their  respective  coun- 
ties to  lay  out,  control,  and  manage  public  roads  and  bridges,  and 
to  make  such  orders  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  their  control 
and  management  into  effect.  (Stats.  1864-6, 259,  Sec.  8,  Par.  4 ; 
Stats.  1866,  252,  Sec.  2.)  They  also  have  power  to  settle  and 
allow  all  accounts  legally  chargeable  against  the  county.  (Stats. 
1864-5,  268,  Sec.  8,  Par.  2.) 

The  power  to  pay  for  material  furnished  and  work  done  in  con- 
structing bridges  or  repairing  roads  is  a  necessary  incident  to  the 
power  to  manage  and  control. 

The  several  county  funds,  as  created  by  law,  are :  1st,  Gen- 
eral ;  2d,  Contmgent ;  8d,  Indigent  Sick.  All  the  moneys  coming 
into  the  county  treasury  must  be  apportioned  to  these  funds. 
(Stats.  1864-5,  376.)  Clearly,  under  general  law,  the  claims  in 
suit,  if  payable  at  all,  must  be  paid  out  of  either  the  General  or 
Contmgent  funds. 

The  plaintiff^s  claims  are  against  the  General  Fund,  and  having 
no  demand  against  the  Contingent  Fund,  are  in  no  sense  damaged 
or  prejudiced  by  warrants  drawn  on  that  fund. 

The  provision  (Stats.  1866, 252,  Sec.  8)  which  provides  that  the 
Commissioners  may  levy  a  tax  not  exceeding  '^  one-fourth  of  one  per 
cent.,"  etc.,  is  directory.  If  the  Commissioners  do  not  see  proper 
to  levy  the  tax,  or  if,  when  levied,  prove  it  insufficient,  the  Commis- 
sioneiB  may  draw  upon  or  use  other  moneys  to  pay  the  necessary 
expenses  of  constructing  or  repairing  roads  and  bridges.    The  Act 
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(Stats.  1867,  68)  providing  for  the  creation  of  road  districts,  elec- 
tion of  Supervisors,  and  levy  and  collection  of  four  dollars  poll  tax 
for  road  purposes,  does  not  affect  this  case. 

J.  H.  Flack,  for  Respondent. 
[No  brief  on  file.] 

By  the  Court,  Johnson,  J. : 

The  Board  of  Commissioners  of  Washoe  Counfy,  from  February 
8d,  to  July  9th,  1868,  allowed  a  number  of  claims  as  charges 
against  said  county,  for  work  performed  and  materials  furnished  in 
the  repair  of  public  roads  and  bridges  situated  therein ;  and  author- 
ised and  directed  warrants  therefor  to  be  drawn  against  certain 
funds,  known  respectively  as  the  ^^  General  Fund,''  ^'  Contingent 
Fund,"  and  <'  Road  District  Fund,  No.  9,"  tiie  fund  out  of 
which  each  claim  was  to  be  paid,  being  specified.  In  due  course 
these  claims  were  audited  by  the  County  Auditor,  in  accordance 
with  the  directions  of  the  Board,  and  the  warrants  in  part  drawn 
and  paid,  when,  on  the  thirtieth  of  July,  1868,  the  plaintiff  in  this 
case  brought  an  action  in  the  proper  Court  to  enjoin  tiie  issuance 
of  warrants  on  all  of  these  claims.  The  only  grounds  stated  in  the 
complamt  on  which  such  action  can  be  considered  are,  that  certain 
moneys  were,  by  the  order  of  such  Board,  placed  in  these  funds ; 
that  warrants  drawn  thereon  were  payable  in  the  order  they  were 
allowed ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  creditor  of  such  county,  evidenced 
by  certain  other  warrants  drawn  against  the  ^'  General  Fund,"  but 
of  later  date  than  the  first  named  claims,  whereby  the  payment  of 
his  demands  against  the  county  would  be  postponed  to  a  much  later 
time,  to  his  great  injury  and  damage.  A  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint was  interposed  on  behalf  of  defendant,  for  the  reason  that 
the  facts  stated  did  not  constitute  a  sufficient  cause  of  action.  This 
demurrer  was  overruled,  and  defendant  declining  to  make  answer, 
final  judgment  was  rendered  against  him,  with  an  order  enjoining 
and  restraining  the  issuance  of  warrants  on  any  of  these  claims. 

Defendant  appeals  to  this  Court  from  the  judgment  and  order. 
It  is  manifest  that  the  pleading  does  not  under  any  just  view  of  the 
case  suppo>rt  in  full  the  judgment  and  order.    The  warrants  which 
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had  been  issued  before  suit  was  commenced  and  notice  thereof, 
were  beyond  the  reach  of  such  process,  but  inasmuch  as  this  part 
of  the  decree  and  order  was  perfectly  harmless  and  could  in  no 
wise  affect  the  parties  in  interest,  we  perhaps  would  not  consider  it 
necessary  to  interfere,  proyided  this  was  the  only  error  apparent 
from  the  record. 

As  before  stated,  a  portion  of  the  claims  allowed  by  the  Board, 
for  which  warrants  had  been  and  were  proposed  to  be  issued  by  the 
Auditor,  were  against  funds  other  than  the  '^  General  Fund,"  whilst 
the  warrants  held  by  plaintiff  called  for  payment  out  of  the  '<  Oen- 
eral  Fund  "  only.  It  is  in  no  manner  shown  that  the  issuance  of 
warrants  against  the  two  other  funds  would  in  the  least  degree  im- 
pair the  value  of  his  securities,  or  postpone  the  time  of  their  pay- 
ment. Plaintiff's  only  interest  in  the  matter,  at  best,  is  in  protect- 
ing the  '^  General  Fund,"  and  to  extend  the  order  beyond  this  was 
error. 

In  passing  upon  the  next  and  only  remaining  question,  we  must 
likewise  be  restricted  to  the  matters  embraced  in  the  record  of  the 
ease,  whether  upon  the  facts  therein  relied  on,  warrants  might  law- 
fully be  drawn  on  the  ^^  General  Fund  "  for  county  indebte^dness 
incurred  in  the  construction  or  repair  of  public  roads  and  bridges. 
Aided  by  the  brief  of  appellant's  counsel,  there  being  no  appear- 
ance in  this  Court  on  behalf  of  respondent,  we  have  looked  into  the 
seyeral  statutes  of  tiiis  State  regulating  the  duties  and  powers  of 
Boards  of  County  Commiissioners  in  connection  with  this  subject, 
and  conclude  that  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  Board  to  authorize 
the  payment,  and  for  the  County  Auditor  to  draw  warrants  on  the 
'<  General  Fund  "  for  such  indebtedness.  The  law  (Stats.  1864-5, 
876,  Sec.  1)  requires  ^^  Boards  of  County  Commissioners  in  the 
several  counties  of  this  State,  to  apportion  all  the  moneys  doming 
into  the  county  treasury,  or  so  much  thereof  as  is  not  by  law  set 
aside  into  special  funds,  as  follows:  two-thirds  shall  go  into  the 
General  County  Fund."    *    *    ♦ 

The  purposes  of  this  fund,  or  the  objects  of  county  expenditure 
to  which  it  shall  be  applied,  are  nowhere  defined  by  ouriaw ;  and 
being  thus  undefined,  except  so  far  as  the  usual  signification  and 
meaning  of  the  words  import,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  public 
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roads  and  bridges  may  properiy  be  considered  such  county  expend- 
itures as  may  be  met  by  moneys  in  the  "  General  Fund/'  and, 
consequently,  warrants  might  be  lawfully  drawn  thereon  for  such 
purposes.  Whether  such  appropriation  of  moneys  in  the  ^^  General 
Fond  "  would  be  authorized,  in  case  it  was  shown  that  taxes  had 
been  collected  for  road  purposes  under  either  the  general  road  law 
or  the  Act  authorizing  the  levy  and  collection  of  a  special  tax,  we 
do  not  pass  on  now,  as  the  matters  stated  in  the  pleading  in  no  way 
raise  any  such  issue. 

Judgment  and  order  reyersed,  with  directions  to  the  Court  below 
to  dismiss  the  case. 


THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA  bx  rel.  WILLIAM  HOOTEN 

et  ah.  V.  D.  C.  McKINNEY. 

CoMSTiTUTioMiL  CONSTRUCTION.  Section  two  of  the  Act  of  1869,  proTiding  for  the 
tnuufer  of  certain  records  and  suita  from  the  county  seat  of  Lander  Ck>unt7  to 
the  county  seat  of  White  Pine  County,  (Stats.  1869,  187)  though  local  and 
special  in  its  nature,  does  not  provide  for  changing  the  venue  in  any  case,  and 
is  therefore  not  in  conflict  with  section  twenty  of  article  four  of  the  Consti- 
tution. 

Chanob  of  Ybnuk,  what.  To  change  the  venue  in  a  case  is  to  direct  the  trial  to 
be  had  in  a  different  county  from  that  where  the  venue  is  laid ;  but  if  a  new 
county  be  created  out  of  a  portion  of  an  old  one,  an  Act  directing  suits  relating 
to  property  in  the  new  one  to  be  tried  in  the  new  county  is  not  an  Act  chang- 
ing the  venue  of  such  suits. 

Transfer  of  Records  from  Lander  to  White  Pine  Covntt.  Where  the  County 
of  White  Pine  was  created  out  of  a  portion  of  the  County  of  Lander,  and  cer- 
tain records  and  suits  relating  to  property  in  the  new  county  were  directed  by 
legislative  act  to  be  transferred  from  the  county  seat  of  Lander  County  to  the 
county  seat  of  White  Pine  Coiinty,  and  to  be  tried  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
Eighth  instead  of  the  Sixth  Judicial  District :  Hdd,  that  such  Act  was  not  an 
Act  changing  venue  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  prohibition  of  a 
legislative  change  of  venue. 

Btatutort  Construction — ^Transfer  of  Judicial  Records.  The  Act  of  1869, 
providing  for  the  transfer  of  certain  records  and  suits  from  Lander  to  White 
Pine  County,  (Stats.  1869,  187)  is  not  an  Act  regulating  the  practice  of  Courts 
of  Justice. 
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Mahdamits.  Under  the  Act  of  1869,  prodding  for  the  transfer  of  certain  records 
and  suits  from  Lander  to  White  Pine  County,  (Stats.  1869,  187):  Hdd,  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  County  Clerk  of  Lander  County  to  transfer  the  records 
and  suits  therein  directed  to  be  transferred,  and  that  he  could  be  compelled  to 
do  so  by  mandamus. 

Application  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  mandaoius. 

The  relators,  Waiiam  Hooten,  F.  W.  Clute,  and  J.  R.  Withing- 
ton,  were  defendants  in  an  ejectment  suit  brought  against  them  by 
M.  Monahan  and  John  P.  Kelley,  for  certain  land  in  the  town  of 
Hamilton,  the  county  seat  of  the  new  County  of  White  Pine.  It 
was  the  records  and  papers  in  that  suit  which  they  desired  to  have 
transferred  from  Austin,  the  county  seat  of  Lander  County. 

From  the  answer  of  the  respondent,  it  appears  that  the  relators 
had  made  a  motion  in  the  Sixth  District  Court  for  a  transfer  oT  the 
case,  on  the  same  grounds  as  those  presented  in  this  application; 
and  that  on  such  motion  it  had  been  held  that  the  Act  of  1869, 
providing  for  such  transfer,  was  unconstitutional  and  void,  and  the 
transfer  refused.  The  case  had  then  been  tried  at  Austin  as  to  the 
defendant  Clute,  and  judgment  rendered  against  him,  and  a  motion 
by  him  for  a  new  trial  was  pending  in  the  Sixth  District  Court  at 
the  time  of  this  application  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

Clarke  ^  WeUa,  for  Relators. 

The  Act  of  March  5th,  1869,  authorizing  the  transfer  of  certain 
suits,  etc.,  is  not  a>^  special,"  or  ^'  local "  law,  ^^  changing  the  venue 
in  civil  and  criminal  cases  " : 

Ist.  Because  it  is  an  Act  affecting  the  whole  public,  and  not 
particular  individuals. 

2d.  Because  it  is  an  enforcement  of  the  general  policy  of  ihe 
law,  and  makes  no  exceptions  to  that  general  policy. 

3d.  Because  it  was  a  necessity  resulting  from  the  creation  and 
organization  of  White  Pine  County,  correctmg  all  incongruity  pro- 
duced in  the  operation  of  the  general  hiws  of  the  State  by  the 
creation  of  said  county,  the  power  to  correct  which  flowed  from  the 
power  to  create. 

4th.  Because^  an  Act  directing  the  transfer  of  judicial  records 
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from  an  old  county  where  the  suit  is  pendmg,  to  a  new  county 
where  the  subject  matter  is  situated  is,  in  no  sense,  a  "  change  of 
venue,"  as  inhibited  by  the  Constitution. 

The  term  "  local,"  has  really  no  place  in  this  discusaon.  It  is 
scarcely  possible  to  conceive  a  local  law  "  providing  for  changing 
ilie  venue  in  civil  and  criminal  cases."  ^^  Special "  laws  chan^ng 
the  venue  necessarily  affect  individuals — ^not  localities.  When  we 
give  full  scope  and  efficiency  to  the  term  ^^  special,"  we  find  the 
term  ^^  local "  left  wholly  without  pertinent  application  to  the  clause 
in  hand.  It  has  no  more  direct  application  to  the  clause,  ^'  provid- 
ing for  the  change  of  venue  in  civil  and  criminal  cases,"  than  to 
the  clause  «  granting  divorces,"  or  "  changing  the  names  of  pe^ 
sons,"  nor  than  the  term  «  special "  has  to  the  clause  "  regulating 
the  practice  in  Courts  of  Justice." 

It  is,  then,  with  the  term  '^  special "  we  have  to  deal.  What 
are  we  to  understand  by  a  special  law  providing  for  changing  the 
venue  in  civil  and  criminal  cases  7  Manifestly  this :  An  Act  of 
the  Legislature  directing  the  transfer  of  a  particular  cause,  from 
the  county  where  the  subject  matter  of  the  action  lies  or  the  parties 
to  the  action  reside;  this  was  the  evil  sought  to  be  prevented. 
The  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  California  to  change  the  venue  in 
Horace  Smith's  case,  is  illustrative  of  the  point ;  and  we  have 
reason  to  believe  that  very  Act  led  to  the  insertion  of  the  clause, 
in  our  fundamental  law,  under  consideration.  Clearly,  the  Act  is 
not  specialy  in  this  or  any  just  sense,  nor  is  it  fraught  with  any  of 
the  evils  sought  to  be  obviated.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  in  accord 
with  the  spirit  of  the  law  and  general  policy  of  the  State,  and 
relieves  from  an  exceptional  hardship,  wholly  and  purely  incident 
to  the  creation  of  White  Pine  County,  by  putting  causes  for  trial 
into  the  county  where  the  parties  reside  and  the  subject  matter  is 
situated,  the  county  where  the  general  law  requires  the  trial  to 
take  place ;  and  does  not  apply  to  any  particular  case  or  individual, 
but  embraces  all  cases  and  persons  faUmg  within  its  scope. 

The  venue  of  an  action  is  the  locality,  neighborhood,  or  county, 
where  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit  is  situated,  or,  in  personal 
actions,  wherein  the  parties,  or  some  of  them,  reside.  While  it  is 
in  some  sense  the  place  of  trial,  it  is  by  no  means* always  compre- 
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bended  by  the  place  wbere  a  cause  is  tried.  It  is  a  law  term  of 
fixed  and  well-understood  significance.  (8  Bl.  Oom.  294 ;  Ooald's 
Pleading,  Gb.  S,  Sec.  102 ;  Stepb.  Plead.  898 ;  8  Bouy.  Inst. 
210.) 

Tbis  is  tbe  sense  b  wbicb  tbe  term  is  used  in  cor  Constitation. 
Tbe  intention  was  to  prevent  tbe  Le^atore  fi*om  remoymg  a  cause 
firom  tbe  county  wbere  tbe  fact  transpired,  or  ibe  subject  matter 
was  situated,  to  secure,  among  otber  tbings,  tbat   time-bonored        ^ 
rigbt  of  trial  by  jury  of  tbe  yicinage. 

Garber  ^  Thornton^  for  Respondent. 

Tbe  Act  of  Marcb  6ib,  1869,  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  pro- 
visions of  tbe  Constitution  tbat  tbe  Leg^Iature  shall  not  pass  local 
laws  regulating  tbe  practice  of  Courts  of  Justice  and  providing  for 
changing  the  venue  in  civil  and  criminal  cases.  It  is  '^  local "  and 
^^  special,"  inasmuch  as  it  refers  to  only  two  counties,  operating  in 
them  alone,  and  not  over  the  entire  Sbtte,  and  as  it  refers  to  those 
cases  only  pending  in  tbe  IKstrict  Court  of  tbe  Sixth  Judicial  Dis- 
trict, of  a  certain  class,  and  not  to  other  cases  of  the  same  class 
pending  in  tbe  otber  District  Courts  of  tbe  State.  (State  ex  rd. 
Clarke  v.  Irmn^  April  Term,  1869.) 

Again,  tbe  applicants  for  tbis  mandamus  did  not  avail  themselves 
of  tiie  privilege  conferred  by  tbe  general  law  to  have  the  case 
transferred  from  Lander  to  White  Pine  County,  having  failed  to 
demand  the  transfer  before  answering.  (Stats.  1869, 199,  Sec. 
21.) 

In  tbe  action  of  Monahan  and  Kelley  v.  Cl'ute^  Withington^  and 
Hooten^  tbe  three  defendants  answered  separately,  and  demanded 
separate  trials;  and  a  trial  in  the  Lander  District  Court  has  been 
bad  between  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  Clute,  and  judgment  ren- 
dered for  plaintiffs.  Clute  then  cannot  join  in  tbis  application  with 
the  other  defendants,  bb  case  having  been  tried,  and  it  bemg  re-  f 
quired  in  application  for  change  of  venue  tbat  all  defendants  unite. 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

The  relators  ask  the  issuance  of  a  mandamus  by  tbis  Court  to 
compel  the  defendant,  who  is  the  County  Clerk  of  tbe  County  of 
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Lander,  to  transfer  certain  records  to  the  Olerk  of  the  new  County 
of  White  Pine.  The  application  is  founded  solely  upon  section  two 
of  an  Act  entitled  ^^  An  Act  authorizing  the  Transfer  of  certain 
Records  and  Suits  from  the  County  Seat  of  Lander  County  to  the 
County  Seat  of  White  Pine  County,"  which  reads  in  this  wise : 
^^  All  suits  now  pending  in  the  District  Court  of  the  Sixth  Judicial 
District,  which  in  any  way  appertain  to  property — ^real,  personal,  or 
mixed — ^belonging  or  being  in  White  Pine  County,  and  all  actions 
for  the  recovery  of  any  debt,  claim,  or  demand  whatsoever,  between 
citizens  of  White  Pine  County,  shall,  (if  then  undetermined)  at 
least  ten  days  before  the  first  day  of  the  first  term  of  the  District 
Court  of  the  Eighth  Judicial  District,  be  by  the  County  Clerk  of 
Lander  County  transferred,  duly  and  legally  certified,  to  the  County 
Clerk  of  White  Pine  County ;  and  all  suits  so  transferred  shall  be, 
by  the  County  Clerk  of  said  White  Pine  County,  filed  in  his  oflSce, 
and  entered  in  the  calendar  of  the  aforesaid  first  term  of  said  Dis- 
trict Court :  provided,  where  both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  to  any 
suit  shall  file  a  written  statement  with  the  County  Clerk  of  Lander 
County,  requesting  that  the  suit  to  which  they  are  parties  may  be 
determined  in  said  Sixth  Judicial  District — then  and  not  otherwise, 
sud  suit  or  suits  shall  not  be  transferred  as  herein  provided." 

Heiro  the  duty  is  unmistakably  imposed  upon  the  defendant  to 
transfer  the  records  in  question  in  this  proceeding ;  but  it  is  inter- 
posed in  his  behalf,  that  the  section  above  quoted  is  in  conflict  with 
a  portion  of  section  twenty,  article  four,  of  the  fundamental  law  of 
the  State,  which  declares  that  the  Legislature  shall  not  pass  ^'  local 
or  special  laws  "  *  *  *  «  providing  for  changing  the  venue  in  civil 
or  criminal  cases."  This  Act,  it  is  argued,  is  local  and  special, 
and  provides  for  changing  the  venue  in  the  cases  directed  to  be 
transferred  to  White  Pine  County — Whence,  it  conflicts  with  consti- 
tutional inhibition  here  referred  to,  and  is  void. 

Whilst  we  agree  with  counsel  for  the  defendant  that  the  law  in 
question  is  local  and  special,  it  does  not  in  our  judgment  change 
nor  provide  for  changing  the  venue  in  any  case.  To  ascertain 
whether  our  conclusion  upon  this  point  be  correct  or  not,  it  may  be 
necessary  to  inquire,  what  is  here  meant  by  the  venue  of  a  case  ? 
Burrill  defines  the  word  *^  venue  "  as  ^^  a  neighborhood ;  the  neigh- 
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borhood,  place,  or  county,  in  which  an  injury  is  declared  to  have 
been  done,  or  fact  declared  to  have  happened."  And  agiun :  ^^  The 
county  in  which  an  action  is  intended  to  be  tried,  and  from  the 
body  of  which  the  jurors  who  are  to  try  it  are  summoned.  To 
change  the  venue,  is  to  direct  the  trial  to  be  had  in  a  different 
county  from  that  where  the  venue  is  laid."  The  venue,"  says 
Bouvier,  "  is  the  county  from  which  the  juiy  are  to  come  who  are 
to  try  the  issue."  This  is  doubtless  a  correct  definition  of  the 
word  as  used  in  the  Constitution — that  is,  it  is  the  county  wherein 
the  action  is  brought  and  the  jury  are  to  be  obtained.  The  action 
in  which  the  relators  are  interested  and  which  it  is  claimed  should, 
under  the  Act  in  question,  be  transferred  to  the  County  of  White 
Pine,  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  possesion  of 
certain  real  estate  located  in  what  was  known  as  Lander  County 
at  the  time  the  action  was  commenced,  but  within  the  limits  of 
what  is  now  White  Pme  Counly,  which  was  erected  out  of 
territoiy  formerly  within  the  boundaries  of  Lander.  The  old 
County  of  Lander,  therefore,  at  the  time  the  Act  in  question  was 
passed,  was  the  proper  venue  of  the  action.  To  transfer  it  to  any 
county  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of  that  county,  would  undoubt- 
edly be  held  a  change  of  venue.  But  can  the  transfer  of  a  case, 
from  one  locality  of  a  county  to  another  locality  within  the,  same 
county,  be  considered  a  change  of  venue  ?  Certidnly  not— because 
the  trial  is  still  to  be  had  within  the  same  venue — ^that  is,  within 
the  same  county. 

Let  it  be  supposed  that  a  District  Court  be  held  at  two  or  more 
places  in  the  same  county,  it  would  hardly  be  claimed  that  the 
venue  of  an  action,  which  might  be  transferred  from  one  of  such 
places  to  another,  would  be  changed.  No  geographical  division  of 
the  State  less  than  the  counties  is  recognized  in  ascertaining  or 
determining  the  venue  or  place  of  trial  of  an  action  instituted  in 
the  District  Courts — whence,  there  can  be  no  change  of  the  venue, 
unless  the  case  be  transferred  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of  the 
county  where  it  may  be  for  trial  at  the  time  of  its  removal.  If 
instead  of  transferring  it  from  one  locality  in  the  same  county  to 
another,  the  county  be  divided  in  two  or  more  counties,  can  it  be 
any  more  a  change  of  venue  to  transfer  a  case  by  the  same  Act 
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making  such  diviflion  from  one  of  such  counties  to  another,  than  to 
transfer  it  from  one  locality  to  another  in  the  same  county  ?  There 
is  substantially  no  difference  between  the  two  cases — ^for  in  either 
the  action  would  still  be  triable  within  the  same  territorial  limits. 

At  the  time  the  Act  under  consideration  was  passed,  the  law 
creating  the  County  of  White  Pine  had  not  taken  effect — ^hence, 
the  proper  venue  of  the  action  was  the  old  County  of  Lander, 
which  included  all  of  the  territory  embraced  in  the  new  County  of 
White  Pine.  Had  the  Legislature  simply  ordered  the  transfer  of 
the  case  from  Austin,  the  county  seat  of  Lander  County,  as  it 
stood  before  the  division,  to  Hamilton,  (which  is  now  the  county 
seat  of  White  Pine  County)  without  dividing  the  county,  it  will 
hardly  be  claimed  that  the  venue  would  be  thereby  changed.  But 
there  has  been  no  time  when  the  County  of  Lander,  with  its  pres- 
ent limits,  was  any  more  the  proper  venue  of  the  action  than  the 
County  of  White  Pine — ^because,  legally  although  not  practically, 
the  action  was  transferred  to  that  portion  of  the  County  of  Lander 
which  is  now  known  as  White  Pine  before  the  division  of  the  county 
— the  Act  ordering  the  transfer  taking  effect  on  March  2d,  while 
the  Act  creating  the  County  of  White  Pine  did  not  take  effect  until 
a  month  later.  Suppose  the  Legislature,  instead  of  dividing  the 
County  of  Lander,  had  established  an  additional  District  Court 
witliin  its  limits,  giving  jurisdiction  over  a  certain  portion  of  the 
county  only,  (assuming  for  the  present  that  the  Legislature  had  the 
right  to  do  so)  and  by  the  same  Act  transferred  cases  from  the  old 
to  the  new  Court,  it  cluinot,  we  think,  be  successfully  maintained, 
that  such  transfer  would  constitute  a  change  of  venue  of  the  cases 
so  transferred — ^for,  although  changed  from  one  Court  to  another, 
still  they  would  remain  within  the  same  venue  or  county.  Yet, 
the  only  distinction  between  that  case  and  this,  is  that  here  the  ter- 
ritory over  which  the  new  Court  has  jurisdiction,  is  created  into  a 
new  county  with  a  new  name.  However,  the  jury  who  are  to  try 
the  issues  must  of  necessity  come  from  within  the  territorial  limits 
of  the  county  where  the  venue  is  originally  laid — therefore,  it  seems 
to  us,  it  remains  within  the  same  venue.  If  any  territory,  not  in- 
cluded in  the  limits  of  the  old  county,  were  embraced  within  the  new, 
or  if  at  the  time  of  the  division  or  creation  of  the  new  county  there 
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were  no  provision  for  transferring  cases  from  the  old  county  to  the 
new,  a  very  different  question  would  be  presented.  Here,  there  is 
simply  a  division  of  a  county,  and  prior  to  or  at  the  time  of  such 
divifflon,  suits  are  transferred  from  one  portion  of  such  county  to 
another,  organized  as  a  new  county. 

Such  being  our  view,  we  conclude  that  the  Act  in  question  does 
not  affect  such  change  of  the  venue  in  the  case  mentioned  in  it 
as  to  make  it  obnoxious  to  the  constitutional  clause  referred  to. 
Nor  can  it  be  considered  an  Act  ^^  Regulating  the  Practice  of 
Courts  of  Justice."  It  in  no  wise  purports  to  regulate  the  practice 
of  Courts  or  of  any  Court,  but  simply  directs  the  transfer  of  rec- 
ords of  certain  suits  from  one  Court  to  another.  The  Act  being 
constitutional,  the  mandamus  must  issue  as  prayed  for. 


DANIEL  G.  GORBETT,  Rbspondbnt,  v.  MOSES  JOB  et  al.y 

Appbllants. 

AissiGNMXNT  or  ERRORS  IS  Statiment  ON  Afpeal.  A  statement  on  appeal  muBi 
contain  a  specific  statement  of  the  particular  errors  or  grounds  relied  on. 

Uattkr  Proper  in  Stateicent  on  Appeal.  A  statement  on  appeal  may  contain 
all  matter  necessary  for  explanation  of  its  grounds  of  error,  (which  must  be 
Bpecificalljr  stated)  such  as  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  findings  of  fact  and  conda- 
sions  of  law  when  not  made  part  of  the  judgment,  minutes  of  the  Court,  etc. 

HoopES  V.  Meter  (1  Nev.  483)  and  Gillio,  Hott  &  Co.  v.  The  Lake  Bigler 
Road  Company,  (2  Nev.  214)  on  the  point  that  a  statement  is  not  required  to 
specifically  state  the  errors  relied  on,  disapproved. 

Mere  Narrative  of  Trial  not  a  Statement.  A  paper  containing  a  mere  recital 
of  the  progress  of  a  trial  and  detail  of  matters  occurring  thereat,  with  excep- 
tions to  the  rulings  of  the  Court  taken  therein,  but  not  presenting  such  excep- 
tions in  the  form  of  a  bill,  nor  in  any  manner  except  as  simply  noted  in  the 
course  of  the  narrative,  is  in  no  sense  a  statement,  and  must  be  disregarded. 

FniniKOB  not  "  Written  Opinion."  The  Practice  Act,  section  three  hundred  and 
forty,  when  it  speaks  of  **  any  written  opinion  placed  on  file  in  rendering  judg- 
ment,*^ does  not  refer  to  findings. 

PiAcricB  Act,  Sections  One  Hundred  and  Etghtt-two  and  Three  Hundred 
and  Forty — **  Written  Decision"  and  "Written  Opinion."  The  "written 
decision  "  referred  to  in  section  one  hundred  and  eighty-two  of  the  Practice 
Act,  is  something  which  must  precede  the  judgment,  and  upon  which  it  is 
entered,  and  is  diflferent  from  the  **  written  opinion  "  referred  to  in  section  three 
hundred  and  forty. 
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Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Second  Judicial  District, 
Ormsby  County. 

The  facts  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the  opinion  are  suffic- 
iently stated  therein. 

Clarke  ^  Wdh  and  Williams  ^  Bixler^  for  Respondent. 

I.  The  statement  on  appeal  does  not  ^^specifically  point  out 
the  particular  errors  upon  which  the  appeUant  intends  to  rely/' 
and  for  this  reason  must  be  disregarded.  (Practice  Act,  Sec.  332 ; 
BarreU  y.  Tewhimry,  15  Cal.  334 ;  Eutton  y.  Reed^  25  Cal.  478 ; 
Bwrnett  y.  PachecOy  27  Cal.  408 ;  Barsiow  y.  Newmany  34  Cal.  90.) 

U.  The  objection  that  the  Court  below  erred  in  setting  aside 
and  disregarding  the  yerdict  of  the  jury  is  not  contained  in  the  rec- 
ord, and  cannot  be  taken  in  this  Court  for  the  first  time.  The  point 
does  not  arise  upon  the  judgment  roll.  The  yerdict,  having  been 
set  aside  by  the  Court,  is  no  longer  a  vital  paper  or  proceeding  in 
the  case,  and  can  only  become  so  after  the  order  setting  it  aside 
shall  have  been  reversed.  How  can  this  order  be  reversed  without 
an  exception,  without  a  statement,  without  a  bill  of  exceptions  upon 
the  judgment  roll  alone  ?  If  the  defendant  was  dissatisfied  with  the 
action  of  the  Court  below  in  setting  aside  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  he 
should  have  made  his  objection  and  taken  his  exception ;  made  the 
whole  a  part  of  the  record  by  statement  or  bill  of  exceptions ;  and 
should  have  specifically  pointed  out  this  action  of  the  Court  as  error 
upon  which  he  would  rely  on  appeal.  (^Harper  v.  MmoTy  27  Cal. 
109;  Stoddard  v.  Treadwelly  29  Cal.  281.) 

III.  If  the  statement  contained  in  the  record  is  to  be  looked  to, 
it  is  apparent  that  the  Court  (having  the  power)  should  have  disre- 
garded the  special  findings  of  the  jury,  because  there  is  not  a  parti- 
cle of  evidence  tending  to  support  them.  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  statement  is  not  to  be  considered,  then  there  is  nothing  to  war- 
rant this  Court  in  saying  that  the  Court  below  erred.  Not  knovring 
what  the  proofe  were,  or  what  were  the  grounds  upon  which  the 
action  was  based,  it  is  impossible  for  this  Court  to  say  that  the 
^^  proofs  "  in  the  one  case  or  ^'  grounds  "  in  the  other  were  insuffic- 
ient.    All  presumptions  are  in  fiivor  of  the  Court  below. 
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JBUlt/eTy  Wood  ^  Deal^  for  Appellants. 

I.  The  statement  is  sufficient.  The  object  was  to  place  before 
the  Court  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  This  it  has  done,  and  in  doing 
so  the  error  relied  upon  was  stated  as  specificallj  as  it  is  possible  to 
state  it.  The  statute  will  bear  two  constructions.  It  may  be  read 
as  requiring  that  the  grounds  and  errors  shall  be  specificallj  stated, 
or  that  there  shall  be  a  separate  and  specific  statement,  of  what 
grounds  and  errors  will  be  insisted  upon. 

The  former  construction  was  given  for  ten  years  by  the  California 
Court  to  a  nmilar  statute,  which  required  the  grounds  of  appeal  to 
be  set  forth. 

The  object  of  the  requirement  to  '^  specifically "  state,  was  to 
avoid  incumbering  the  transcript  with  more  evidence  than  might 
be  necessary.  We  msist  that  the  provision  has  no  application  to  a 
case  where  record  matter  solely  is  relied  upon,  as  in  this  case.  In 
California  this  error  could  have  been  presented  without  any  assign- 
ment or  statement  of  grounds.  It  would  have  been  sufficient  then 
to  have  filed  a  notice  of  appeal  and  bond,  and  then  the  verdict 
would  have  gone  up  as  part  of  the  judgment  roll,  and  the  error 
would  have  been  assigned  on  the  argument.  If  our  statute  is  dilTer- 
ent  concerning  what  must  go  in  a  statement,  there  should  be  a 
corresponding  difference  in  the  construction  pf  the  section  in  ques- 
tion. The  rule  should  be  modified  with  the  reason,  and  it  should 
be  held  that  a  specific  statement  of  grounds  is  only  required  when 
some  statement  of  evidence  is  necessary  to  support  it,  and  not  when 
they  rest  entirely  upon  matter  of  record.  It  is  a  matter  of  practice 
not  settled  by  any  judicial  opinion,  and  we  should  not  be  denied  a 
hearing  on  the  merits,  by  reason  of  having  failed  to  add  to  a  record 
of  a  verdict  and  judgment  the  useless  formula  ^^  we  assign  as  error 
that  the  verdict  does  not  support  the  judgment." 

n.  The  judgment  is  not  supported  by  the  verdict,  and  must 
flierefore  be  modified.  The  verdict  of  the  jury  is  conclusive  of  the 
fticts  when  there  has  not  been  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  judgment  contained  in  the  judgment  roll,  and  the  verdict 
brought  up  by  the  statement,  constitute  a  complete  basis  for  decision. 
GRie  finding  of  facts,  if  properly  part  of  the  record  by  section  three 
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hundred  and  forty  of  the  Practice  Act,  confirms  what  would  be 
necessary  presumption  in  its  absence — that  the  Judge  disregarded 
the  yerdict,  and  that  there  was  no  new  trial  moved  for  or  ordered. 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

In  this  case,  counsel  for  respondent  move  the  Court  ^^  to  strike 
out  and  disregard  the  statement  on  appeal,"  because  the  same  does 
not  '^  state  specifically  the  particular  errors  or  grounds  upon  which 
the  appellants  intend  to  rely  on  the  appeal." 

It  was  perhaps  unnecessary  to  make  the  motion,  for  if  well  based, 
this  Court  has  no  power  to  consider  such  statement,  as  by  the  pro- 
visions of  section  three  hundred  and  twenty-seven  of  title  nme  of 
the  ^'  Act  to  regulate  Proceedings  in  Civil  Cases  in  the  Courts  of 
Justice  of  this  State,  and  to  repeal  all  other  Acts  in  relation 
tiiereto,"  approved  March  8th,  1869,  "  a  judgment  or  order  in  a 
civil  action  »  ♦  ♦  ♦  may  be  reviewed  as  prescribed  by  this 
title,  and  not  otherwise." 

Section  three  hundred  and  thirty-two  of  the  same  title  provides : 
*^  When  the  party  who  has  the  right  to  appeal  wishes  a  statement 
to  be  annexed  to  the  record  of  the  judgment  or  order,  he  shall 
within  twenty  days  after  the  entry  of  such  judgment  or  order  pre- 
pare such  statement,  which  shall  state  specifically  the  particular 
errors  or  grounds  upon  which  he  intends  to  rely  upon  the  appeal, 
and  shall  contain  so  much  of  the  evidence  as  may  be  necessary  to 

explain  the  particular  errors  or  grounds  specified  and  no  more."   * 

*    «    « 

It  does  not  follow,  that  the  statement  may  not  contain  all  other 
matter  necessary  for  explanation  of  its  grounds  of  error ;  as  for 
instance,  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of 
law,  when  not  made  part  of  the  judgment,  minutes  of  the  Court, 
etc.;  but  it  must  contain  a  specific  statement  of  the  particular 
errors  or  grounds  relied  on. 

Unless,  then,  the  paper  offered  as  a  statement  complies  with  this 
section,  it  is  no  statement;  it  is  not  as  ^^ prescribed"  by  tide  nine, 
and,  therefore,  no  proper  aid  to  the  review  of  the  judgment  or  order 
appealed  from.  It  is  true,  that  under  former  statutes  and  the  rules 
of  this  Court,  a  statement  to  be  such  should  have  contained  the 
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grounds  of  error  relied  on ;  but  a  strict  compliance  with  proper 
practice  was  temporarily  waived  by  the  lenity  of  the  Court,  though 
not  without  strong  expressions  of  disapprobation.  (^Soopes  v. 
MejfeTj  1  Nev.  433 ;  (?i%,  Mott  ^  Co.  v.  The  Lake  Bigler  Boad 
Co. J  2  Nev.  214.)  Now,  however,  probably  with  design  to  correct 
this  course,  by  the  Act  above  cited,  the  Le^slature  has  required 
a  specific  statement  of  the  particular  errors  or  grounds  relied  on 
upon  appeal,  thus  leaving  no  room  for  construction,  or  lax  inter- 
pretation, and  this  Court  has  no  choice  but  to  follow  and  obey 
the  law. 

The  so-called  statement  in  the  case  at  bar,  contains  neither  any 
specific  statement  of  particular  errors  or  grounds  relied  on,  nor  any 
statement ;  being  simply  a  recital  of  the  progress  of  the  trial,  and 
a  detail  of  the  matters  occurring  thereat,  with  exceptions  taken 
therein  to  the  rulings  of  the  Court ;  these  not  presented  in  the 
form  of  a  bill,  nor  in  any  tan^ble  manner,  but  simply  noted  in  the 
course  of  the  narrative.  Such  a  paper  must  be  disregarded ;  be- 
cause it  is  in  no  sense  a  statement,  and  this  Court  has  no  right  to 
consider  it,  even  if  it  wished. 

The  transcript  contains  a  writing  purporting  to  be  the  findings 
of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  of  the  District  Judge.  This  was  prob- 
ably inserted  as  bemg  authorized  by  section  three  hundred  and 
forty  of  titie  ten,  of  the  Act  previously  referred  to.  If  so  author- 
ized, it  is  not  certified  as  by  that  section  required,  and  therefore 
could  not  be  properly  considered ;  but  that  section  does  not  refer 
to  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law,  when  it  speaks  of  ^^  any 
written  opinion  placed  on  file  in  rendering  judgment." 

Section  one  hundred  and  eighty-two  of  the  Act  referred  to, 
defines  such  findings  and  conclusions  as  a  ''  written  decision,"  and 
concludes  with  the  provision,  that  "judgment  upon  the  decision 
shall  be  entered  accordingly."  This  "  written  decision,"  is  some- 
thing which  must  precede  the  judgment,  and  upon  which  it  is  en- 
tered, as  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  The  "  written  opinion  "  of 
section  three  hundred  and  forty  is  evidently  something  other ;  as  it 
18  suggested  as  an  act  which  may  or  may  not  have  occurred.  "  If 
any  written  opinion  be  placed  on  file  in  rendering  judgment  or 
making  the  order  in  the  Court  below,"  is  the  language  used,  proba* 
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blj  referring  to  the  rea^omng  or  argument,  for  any  decision,  judg- 
ment, or  order. 

These  findings  and  conclusions,  then,  are  not  before  the  Court. 
As  the  appeal  is  from, the  judgment,  and  there  is  no  statement, 
nothing  remains  for  examination  but  the  judgment  roll.  (^Howard 
V.  Richards  ^  Richards,  2  Nev.  129.) 

In  that  no  error  appears.  It  is  always  disagreeable  to  decide  a 
case  upon  a  mere  question  of  practice  ;  but  in  the  present  instance 
there  is  relief  in  the  fact  that  the  respondent  should  have  recovered 
upon  the  evidence. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  affirmed. 


\  |7j     T.  WILCOX  et  al.,  Respondents,  v.  JOHN  T.  WILLIAMS, 

Appellant. 

OoRTRAcre — ^Law  of  Placi  of  Pirformanck.  a  personal  contract,  which  is, 
by  its  tenns,  to  be  performed  in  some  place  other  than  where  it  is  made,  is  to 
be  goYemed  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance. 

Statutes  of  Liuitation  gxneballt  affect  the  Reicedy  .  and  not  the  Right. 
Statutes  of  Limitation  apply  only  to  the  remedy  on  a  contract,  and  not  to  the 
right  or  obligation ;  so  that,  though  the  statutory  bar  has  fully  run  against  a 
contract  where  made,  yet,  if  it  is  to  be  performed  at  another  place,  and  it  is 
not  there  barred,  it  may  be  enforced,  provided  the  statute  has  not  absolutely, 
by  its  terms,  extinguished  and  nullified  the  claim  itself. 

PxoMissoRT  Note  payable  in  California  or  Nsyada.  A  promissory  note,  made 
in  California,  and  payable  "in  California  or  Nevada,"  can  at  payer's  opUon  be 
pdd  in  either  State,  and  therefore  cannot  be  construed  into  a  contract  to  be 
performed  in  Nevada,  so  as  to  bring  it  within  the  purview  of  the  rule  touching 
the  place  of  payment. 

Effect  of  New  Statutes  of  Limitation.  The  Statute  of  limitations  in  force 
at  the  time  of  suit  brought  governs  the  remedy  on  a  contract :  provided^  in 
case  of  the  passage  of  a  new  statute  after  the  malung  of  the  contract,  a  rea- 
sonable time  be  given  to  bring  suit 

Construction  of  New  Statute  of  Limitations.  The  Statute  of  Limitations  of 
1862,  (Stats.  1862,  82)  which  provided  that  suit  should  be  brought  on  a  contract 
made  without  the  State  within  six  months  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued, 
was  amended  in  1867  (Stats.  1867,  86)  so  as  to  extend  the  period  of  limitation 
on  such  contiacts  to  two  years :  Held^  that  after  the  passage  of  the  latter  Act 
suit  might  be  brought  on  any  contract  made  out  of  the  State^  the  cause  of 
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action  on  which  had  accrued  within  two  yean,  though  it  might  hare  been 
barred  under  the  former  statute. 

Statute  of  LniiTATiONS — New  Promises.  The  Statute  of  Limitations  (Stats.  1861, 
81)  excludes  an  aclcnowledgment  or  promise  not  in  writing  as  evidence  of  a 
new  or  continuing  contract  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute. 

Statute  or  Limitations — Pabt  Payment.  Part  payment  is  not  suf&cient  as  a 
new  promise  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

Statute  of  Limitations — ^Acknowledgments  must  be  Distinct.  An  acknowl- 
edgment, to  take  a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  must 
be  clear,  explicit,  and  direct  to  the  point  that  the  debt  is  due. 

Statute  op  Limitations — Burden  op  Proof  on  New  Promise.  If  a  plaintiir,\ 
relying  upon  an  acknowledgment  in  writing  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  ope- 1 
ration  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  proves  a  general  acknowledgment  of  in-  J 
debtedness,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  it  related  to" 
a  different  demand  from  the  one  in  controversy. 

Statute  of  Limitations — Conditional  New  Promise.  A  promise  to  pay,  a 
debt  when  able,  is  not  sufficient  of  itself  as  an  acknowledgment  or  new  promise 
to  take  a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  tbe  Second  Judicial  District , 
Douglas  County. 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  T.  Wilcox  and  J.  A.  Brown,  part- 
ners, doing  busineiss  in  the  City  of  Placerville,  California,  under 
the  name  and  style  of  Wilcox  k  Brown,  against  John  T.  Williams, 
on  the  promissory  note  set  out  in  the  opinion.  Suit  was  com- 
menced on  May  8d,  1869.  Findings  and  judgment  for  plaintifis, 
and  appeal  therefrom. 

Clayton  ^  Davie$,  for  Appellant. 

I.  The  cause  of  action  on  the  note  was  extinguished  by  the 
statute  limiting  the  time  of  commencing  civil  actions.  (Stats. 
1867 ;  9  Cal.  89 ;  21  Cal.  149 ;  22  Cal.  102.) 

n.  The  Court  below  erred  in  deciding  that  the  note  is  subject 
to  the  same  laws  for  the  enforcement  of  its  payment  that  it  would 
have  been  had  it  been  made  in  this  State. 

in.  There  was  no  acknowledgment  of  or  new  promise  to  pay 
said  note  after  the  twenty-first  of  July,  1868.  (1  Peters,  851 ; 
6  Watts,  219 ;  8  Conn.  185.) 

IV.  The  Court  below  erred  in  deciding  that  the  burden  of 
proof  rested  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  the  letter  of  the  first  of 
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June,  1868,  was  not  in  relation  to  the  debt  intended  to  be  secured 
by  said  note,  and  the  fifty  dollars  thus  remitted  was  not  to  be 
applied  on  said  note. 

y.  The  Court  below  errred  in  rendering  judgment  for  the 
plaintifis,  for  the  reason,  that  if  any  new  promise  had  been  made 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffii  to  pay  the  debt  mentioned  in  the 
complaint,  plaintiffs'  action  should  have  been  based  on  the  new 
promise.     QMcCormick  v.  Brounij  Cal.,  April  Term,  1869.) 

YI.  The  full  time  required  by  law  to  bar  this  cause  of  action 
had  run  after  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  Act  of  March  5th, 
1867,  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit.  (6  Cal.  430 ;  10  Cal. 
878.) 

Clarke  ^  Wdh,  for  Respondents. 

I.  Defendant  pleads  no  ^^  Act  defining  the  time  of  Commen- 
cing Civil  Actions,"  save  the  Act  of  March  5th,  1867,  which  was 
passed  afl;er  the  giving  of  the  note  sued  upon,  and  is  not  retroactive. 
(4  Cal.  127 ;  1  Cal.  55 ;  28  Cal.  320 ;  9  Cal.  374 ;  6  Cal.  433.) 

U.  If  a  party  seek  the  benefit  of  any  Statute  of  limitations  he 
must  bring  that  particular  statute  to  the  notice  of  the  Court  by 
special  plea.  (19  Cal.  85 ;  19  Cal.  476 ;  19  Cal.  428 ;  12  Cal. 
811 ;  18  Cal.  67 ;  25  Cal.  89  ;  28  Cal.  106 ;  23  Cal.  16.) 

in.  But  were  we  to  admit  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
applicable  to  the  case,  if  any  be  so,  is  sufficiently  pleaded  to  be  enti- 
tled to  consideration  by  the  Court,  still  the  facts  do  not  bring  the 
case  within  the  statute,  because : 

1st.  Of  part  payment  and  written  admissions  of  defendant  to 
plaintifib  of  the  continuance  of  the  contract.  (17  Cal.  574 ;  14 
Pick.  387 ;  2  Pick.  368  and  681;  3  Pick.  291 ;  4  Pick.  109 ;  21 
Maine,  176 ;  Chitty  on  Contracts,  647 ;  19  Conn.  590 ;  6  John- 
son, 270 ;  4  Johnson,  461 ;  2  Foster's  N.  H.  219.) 

2d.  The  contract,  though  technically  made  in  California,  is,  by 
its  written  terms,  payable  in  this  State,  and  is  therefore  governed 
by  the  laws  of  this  State  the  same  as  if  made  here.  If  parties  in 
making  a  contract  express  that  it  may  be  executed  in  another  coun- 
try or  State  than  the  one  in  which  made,  they  place  themselves  and 
the  contract  under  the  operation  of  the  law  of  the  country  or  State 
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where  the  contract  is  to  be  execq^ted.  (See  Borrill's  Law  Diet., 
title  Lex  loci  contractus  ;  Story  on  Conflict  of  Laws,  Sees.  242  and 
280,  and  authorities  there  cited.)  And  in  this  respect  the  several 
States  of  the  Union,  on  principles  of  justice  and  comity,  are  to  one 
another  as  the  different  nations  of  the  civilized  and  enlightened 
world  are  to  one  another.     (See  4  Conn.  517 ;  8  Peters,  130.) 

lY.  The  note  sued  upon  being  in  terms  payable  in  Nevada,  is 
subject  to  our  laws  for  the  enforcement  of  the  contract.  (See  5 
Johns.  239 ;  4  Cow.  608 ;  Story  on  Prom.  Notes,  Sec.  166 ;  2 
Kent's  Com.  393,  394,  and  469 ;  13  Pet  65 ;  B.  Monr.  578.) 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

Appellant  made  and  delivered  his  promissory  note  to  respondents 

as  follows : 

"  Placbrvillb,  July  11th,  1866. 

^^  Ten  (10)  days  after  date  without  grace  I  promise  to  pay  to 
the  order  of  Wilcox  &  Brown  two  thousand  seven  hundred  forty- 
nme  ($2,749iJS)  eighty-six  one  hundredth  dollars,  for  value  re- 
ceived, with  interest  at  ten  (10)  per  cent,  per  annum  until  paid, 
in  U.  S.  gold  coin,  in  California  or  Nevada. 

John  T.  Williams." 

The  evidence  shows  that  it  was  so  made  and  delivered,  at  the 
time  and  place  stated,  for  a  debt  previously  incurred  at  such  place. 

The  complaint  charges,  and  the  answer  does  not  deny,  that  pay- 
ments were  made  on  the  note  as  per  indorsements  thereon,  thus : 
"  Paid  November  thirteenth,  (13th)  sixty-seven,  (67)  one  hun- 
dred dollars ;  June  second,  sixty-eight,  (68)  fifty  (60)  dollars." 

Appellant  pleaded  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  to  support 
their  action  respondents  read  in  evidence  the  following  letters : 

"William's  Ranch,         ) 
Carson  Valley,  June  1st,  1 868.  J 
«  Mr.  T.  Wilcox— 

"iStr:  I  am  still  alive,  and  that  is  about  all  too.  I  shall  be 
over  in  about  three  weeks  from  this  time,  and  I  shall  be  certun  to 
come  and  see  you.    I  send  you  a  check  of  fifty  dollars  now,  and 
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hope  I  can  do  someihing  better  for  you  then.    I  still  remember 
past  favors    *    *    *." 

«  Gknoa,  April  18th,  1869. 
"  Mr.  T.  Wilcox— 

"  Sir :  I  have  got  the  thing  agoing  to  the  best  advantage  to  try 
to  raise  some  money  for  you.  Times  are  very  dull.  Money  is 
scarcer  than  I  ever  saw  it  in  my  life.  Hay  trade  is  dull,  but  is 
improving  a  litUe.  I  shall  be  over  as  soon  as  the  roads  will  permit 
of  a  team  to  come,  after  freight  and  a  little  grub,  and  I  will  do  the 
best  I  can  for  you.  I  think  I  will  be  able  to  give  you  a  lift — ^you 
can  be  sure  I  will  do  all  in  my  power  towards  it,  for  I  feel  ashamed 
of  it  a  standing  so  long ;  but  hard  times  come  a  little  too  soon  for 
me  this  time.  But  you  have  favored  me  very  much,  and  I  still 
hope  I  may  be  able  to  repay  you  for  all  of  it  soon.  *  *  «  • 
*  *  *  With  this  I  close,  by  feeling  under  every  kind  of  obliga- 
tions to  you  for  past  favors." 

The  case  was  tried  by  consent  without  a  jury,  and  respondents 
had  judgment  as  prayed,  for  these  reasons  assigned  by  the  District 
Judge : 

^^  The  defendant  pleads  the  Statute  of  Lunitations.  The  plea  is 
not  good,  for  two  reasons :  First,  the  note  was  made  payable  and  is 
payable  in  this  State,  and  is  subject  to  the  same  laws  for  the 
enforcement  of  its  payment  that  it  would  have  been  had  it  been 
made  in  Nevada ;  second,  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  in 
the  case,  as  shown  by  the  letter  of  June  1st,  1868,  is,  that  he, 
defendant,  then  and  thereby  acknowledged  the  continuance  of  the 
contract,  and  his  obligation  to  pay  the  note ;  for  he  then  sent  them, 
the  plaintiffs,  fifty  dollars,  and  promised  more  soon  thereafter ;  and 
if  that  fifty  dollars  was  not  to  be  applied  upon  this  note  and  debt, 
and  if  what  he,  defendant,  said  in  said  letter  did  not  refer  to  this 
note  and  debt,  he  could  and  should  have  shown  that  fact  on  the 
trial,  as  he  was  sworn  on  his  own  behalf;  and  when  questioned  by 
counsel  for  plaintiff  on  that  point  objected  to  answering,  and  was 
not  compelled  so  to  do." 

Several  specifications  of  error  are  assigned,  which  need  not  be 
considered  separately,  but  will  be  passed  upon  generally,  in  the 
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diflerent  propositions  considered  in  reviewing  the  jadgment  appealed 
from. 

The  rule  is,  that  a  personal  contract  bj  its  terms  to  be  performed 
in  some  place  other  than  that  where  the  contract  is  made,  is  to  be 
governed  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance ;  because  from 
the  language  of  the  contract,  it  is  presumed  that  the  parties  thereto 
intended  to  be  governed  by  such  law ;  and  as  far  as  a  promissory 
note  is  concerned,  the  contract  of  which  it  is  the  evidence,  is  to 
be  performed  where  payment  thereof  is  to  be  made  ;  but  this  rule 
applies  only  to  the  rights  and  obligations  resting  upon,  or  aris- 
ing from,  the  contract ;  the  law  of  the  forum  always  governs  the 
remedy  in  England  and  this  country ;  and  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions applies  only  to  a  remedy,  and  not  to  a  right  or  obligation.  It 
was  at  one  time  doubted  whether  this  rule  would  apply  when  the 
statutory  bar  h^  fully  run  against  a  contract  when  made ;  but 
the  better  opinion  now  is,  that  such  fact  makes  no  difference,  and 
that  the  rule  is  unchanged,  except  when  such  statute  absolutely  by 
its  terms  and  conditions  extinguishes  and  nullifies  the  claim  itself. 

It  would  seem  that  the  District  Judge  had  not  this  disthiction  as 
to  the  rule  of  right  and  remedy  in  mind,  when  he  found  that  the 
note  in  suit  being  payable  in  this  State,  was  ^*  subject  to  the  same 
laws  for  the  enforcement  of  its  payment,"  as  if  here  made ;  as 
thereunder  he  applies  the  Statute  of  Limitations  governing  con* 
tracts  made  in  the  State  of  Nevada,  when,  in  fact,  no  matter  where 
the  contract  was  made,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  of  the  forum 
would  govern  the  remedy  of  collection  by  suit. 

The  rule  is  so  well  settled  that  there  can  be  no  question  there* 
about  at  the  present  day. ,  (Parsons  on  Notes  and  Bills,  Vol.  2y 
882 ;  Angell  on  Limitations,  56-67  ;  British  Linen  Co.  v.  Drumr 
mmd,  10  B.  b  C.  903  ;  Williams  v.  Jones,  13  East,  221 ;  Bank 
of  the  United  States  v.  Donnelly,  8  Peters,  361 ;  PearsaU  et  al. 
V.  Dmght  et  ah,  2  Mass.  84 ;  Putnam  v.  Dike,  13  Gray,  585 ; 
Thibodeau  v.  Lavasseur,  86  Maine,  362 ;  Medbuty  v.  Hopkins,  8 
Conn.  472 ;  State  v.  Stvope,  7  Ind.  91 ;  Hendricks  v.  Comstocky 
12  Ind.  238 ;  Ruffffles  v.  Heeler,  3  Johns.  268.) 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  the  note  is  not  payable  at  any  par- 
ticular place ;  the  promise  is  to  pay  '^  in  California  or  Nevada."    It 
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could,  at  the  payer's  option,  be  piud  in  either  State.  He  could  not 
be  expected  to  seek  to  pay  in  any  other  place,  but  payment  on  his 
default  might  be  anywhere  enforced ;  so  that  it  cannot  be  properly 
said,  that  the  note  is  to  be  treated  with  reference  to  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  as  if  made  in  Nevada,  because :  First,  the  rule  invoked 
has  no  application  to  such  statute ;  and,  secondly,  the  note  was  in 
fact  made  in  California,  and  the  language  used  as  to  the  place  of 
its  payment  is  too  general  to  be  construed  into  a  promise  to  pay  at 
a  particular  place,  and  thus  bring  the  note  within  the  purview  of 
the  rule  touching  place  of  payment. 

It  is  urged  by  counsel  for  respondent,  in  escape  from  this  position, 
that  if  the  law  be  as  stated,  then  the  Statute  of  Limitations  in  force 
at  the  time  of  making  the  contract  must  govern,  and  as  that  is  not 
pleaded  the  plea  is  bad ;  but  the  opposite  rule  is  settled  upon  the 
principle  governing. the  application  of  the  Statute N)f  Limitations, 
that  it  affects  only  remedy  and  not  right ;  therefore,  in  England 
and  this  country,  it  is  held  that  the  statute  in  force  at  the  time  of 
suit  brought  must  always  govern :  provided^  only,  that  in  the  case 
of  the  passage  of  a  new  statute  after  contract  made,  reasonable 
time  must  be  given  to  bring  suit.  (2  Parsons  on  Notes  and  Bills, 
683 ;  State  v.  Swope^  7  Lid.  91 ;  State  v.  Clarke,  1  Ind.  468 ; 
Brigham  v.  BigeloWy  12  Met.  268 ;  Montgomery  v.  Chadunck,  7 
Iowa,  114 ;  CHlman  v.  CuUb,  8  Foster,  N.  H.,  376 ;  FUke  v. 
BriggBy  6  R.  I.  557.) 

The  note  in  suit  being  made  and  delivered  in  California,  upon  a 
debt  there  previously  incurred,  was  subject  at  that  time  to  the  pro- 
visons  of  the  Nevada  statute  of  1862  touching  such  contracts : 
provided,  suit  had  been  brought  thereon  in  this  State  during  the 
existence  of  such  statute.    Its  language  is  as  follows : 

^^  An  action  upon  any  judgment,  contract,  obligation,  or  liability, 
for  the  payment  of  money  or  damages,  obtained,  executed,  or  made 
out  of  this  Territory,  can  only  be  commenced  within  six  months 
from  the  time  the  cause  of  action  shall  accrue."  Thereunder  the 
note  would  have  been  barred  January  21st,  1867. 

On  March  5th,  of  the  year  last  named,  the  Legislature  made 
this  amendment :  ^'  An  action  upon  a  judgm^t,  contract,  obligar 
tion,  or  liability,  for  the  payment  of  money  or  damages  obUdned, 
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made,  executed,  or  incarred  out  of  this  State,  can  only  be  com- 
menced as  follows :  *  *  *  within  two  years,  in  all  other  cases, 
after  the  cause  of  action  accrued." 

This  then  is  the  governing  statute  in  this  case,  unless  it  follow  that 
the  note  being  absolutely  barred  before  the  passage  of  this  amend- 
ment, it  could  not  be  in  any  manner  affected  thereby ;  but  no  party 
is  compelled  to  plead  the  statute  of  limitations ;  no  Court  will  infer 
from  lapse  of  time  apparent  on  the  face  of  pleadings,  that  the 
statute  has  run.  It  must  be  brought  affirmatively  to  the  notice  of 
the  Court  by  the  party  seeking  its  protection,  therefore  it  may  be 
wuved ;  and  in  the  case  at  bar  if  it  had  been  competent  to  have 
pleaded  a  statute  repealed  before  suit  brought,  and  before  remedy 
sought  in  this  forum,  applicant  must  be  considered  to  have  waived 
the  statute  of  1862,  and  elected  to  plead  that  of  1867. 

If  this  be  not  so,  then  another  vexed  question,  and  one  clumed 
to  be  fatal  to  respondent's  present  right  of  recovery,  arises ;  for  the 
bar  of  the  statute  having  absolutely  run  against  the  note  before 
there  was  any  pretense  of  a  payment,  it  might  be  claimed,  as  it  is 
by  counsel  for  appellant,  that  this  action  should  have  been  upon  the 
new  promise. 

Authorities  differ  upon  the  question.  In  the  case  of  MeCormieh 
V.  Brown^  (Cal.  April  Term,  1869)  this  language  is  used :  "  When 
the  creditor  sues  after  the  statute  has  run  upon  the  original  con- 
tract, his  cause  of  action  is  not  the  original  contract,  for  his  action 
thereupon  is  barred,  but  it  is  the  new  promise.  There  are  many 
authorities  the  other  way;  some  holding  that  the  new  promise 
takes  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  others  that  it  removes  the  bar  of 
the  statute,  and  others  still,  that  it  revives  the  original  contract. 
But  the  better  opinion  is  that  the  action  is  sustainable  only  upon  the 
new  promise,  the  original  contract,  or  the  moral  obligation  arising 
thereupon,  binding  in  foro  conscientioe^  notwithstanding  the  bar  of 
the  statute  being  the  consideration  for  tiie  new  promise."  The 
weight  of  authority  is  clearly  agidnst  the  rule  established  in  Califor^ 
nia.  (Angell  on  Limitations,  282,  Sec.  281 ;  Parsons  on  Notes  and 
Bills,  Vol.  2, 653,  note  eS)  It  \a  proper  to  notice  the  objection  though 
not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case,  for  the  reason  that  no 
doubt  is  entertained  either  that  the  statute  of  1862  was  in  no  way 
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applicable ;  or  if  applicable,  then  that  appellant  had  the  right  to 
plead  either  statute  he  pleased,  or  neither  if  he  so  chose ;  and  for 
the  further  reasons,  which  will  appear  in  the  consideration  herein- 
after touching  the  effect  of  the  so-claimed  new  promises,  acknowl- 
edgments, and  payments. 

What  was  the  effect  of  the  payments  made,  will  be  examined 
without  reference  to  the  time  when  they  were  made — whether  be- 
fore or  after  the  bar  of  the  statute  had  fallen — as  that  element  in 
the  view  taken  of  this  case  does  not  properly  occur,  and  will  not 
be  noticed  further  than  as  above. 

The  statute  of  this  State  is  identical  with  that  of  California : 
^'  No  acknowledgment  or  promise  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  a 
new  or  continuing  contract,  whereby  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
operation  of  this  statute,  ^unless  the  same  be  contained  in  some 
writing  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  thereby." 

To  the  decisions  of  that  State  one  then  naturally  turns  for  light. 
Pena  v.  Vance  is  the  leading  case,  and  has  been  followed  in  Gali- 
fomia  since  pronounced.  It  clears  away  the  doubts  suggested  by 
Barron  v.  Kennedy^  (17  Gal.  674)  and  correctly  decides  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  Justice  Cope,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  well  says : 

^'  On  examination  of  the  matter  a  second  time,  we  are  satisfied 
that  the  statute  intended  to  exclude  all  acknowledgments  and  prom- 
ises not  in  writing,  and  that  a  promise  implied  from  the  fact  of  part 
payment  cannot  with  any  propriety  be  made  an  exception.  The 
words  of  the  statute  are  plain  and  unambiguous,  and  it  is  our  duty 
to  give  effect  to  them,  and  carry  out  the  intention  of  the  Legisla- 
ture as  that  intention  has  been  expressed.  Interpretation  is  only 
to  be  resorted  to  in  cases  of  ambiguity,  and  it  would  be  an  evasion 
of  the  statute  to  hold  that,  notwithstanding  the  generality  of  the 
terms  employed,  cases  of  part  payment  are  not  included.  The 
words  are :  ^^  No  acknowledgment  or  promise ;  "  and  part  pay- 
ment is  mere  evidence  of  a  promise  which  is  required  to  be  in 
writing,  and  is  not  to  be  inferred  from  circumstances  of  which  there 
is  no  written  evidence.  The  English  statute,  (9  Geo.  lY)  com- 
monly known  as  Lord  Tenterden's  Act,  is  expressly  limited  to  ac- 
knowledgments and  promises  in  words  only,  and  provides  that  noth- 
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ing  therein  contaiDed  shall  alter,  take  away,  or  lessen  the  effect  of 
part  payment.  Oar  statute  contaLoB  no  provision  of  this  character ; 
nor  is  it  limited  to  acknowledgments  and  promises  in  words  only ; 
its  provisions  are  general,  and  exclude  all  acknowledgments  and 
promises  the  evidence  of  which  rests  in  parol  merely."  (^Pena  v. 
Vance,  21  Cal.  142 ;  Seitdin  v.  CMro,  22  Oal.  100 ;  Fairbanks 
V.  DawsoHj  9  Oal.  89.) 

Examination  of  the  statutes  of  the  several  States  of  this  Union, 
will  show  that  in  none  is  the  language  used  upon  this  head  the 
same  with  that  in  the  statutes  of  Caiifomia  and  Nevada ;  or,  if 
similar,  there  is  some  qualifying  clause  either  identical  with  that  of 
the  statute,  (9  Geo.  IV)  or  of  sufficient  force  to  alter  the  clear 
meanmg  of  the  statutory  language  of  the  States  last  named ;  and 
it  will  be  found  that  the  decisions  are  based  upon  the  statutory  pro- 
visions, or  the  English  rule.  Take  for  instance  the  statute  of  Mas- 
eachusetts  as  commented  on  in  WiUiams  v.  ChridUy.  Reciting  a 
clause  of  the  statute  similar  to  that  of  this  State,  Dewey,  J.,  says : 
'*  It  is  quite  obvious  that  this  enactment  has  introduced  a  material 
change  in  the  effect  to  be  given  to  the  statute  of  limitation  of  per- 
sonal actions.  It  has,  prospectively,  legislated  out  of  the  judicial 
forum  those  numerous  and  somewhat  perplexing  cases  of  alleged 
new  promises,  either  express  or  imfJied,  sustained  by  oral  admis- 
sions and  statements  by  the  party  sought  to  be  charged.  Thus  far 
the  statute  is  plain  as  to  the  construction  to  be  given  to  it.  The 
question  arises  upon  the  further  provision  contained  in  section 
seventeen :  ^  Nothing  contained  in  the  four  preceding  sections  shall 
alter,  take  away,  or  lessen  the  effect  of  the  payment  of  any  prin- 
cipal or  interest  made  by  any  person.'  (  Williams  v.  Oridlejfj  9 
Met.  482.)  The  only  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  opinion  is, 
that  in  lack  of  section  seventeen  the  decision  would  have  been  as 
in  Caiifomia.  When  Legislatures  have  so  industriously  excluded 
language  settled  by  numerous  decifflons,  it  would  be  triffing  with 

• 

their  action  to  hold  it  without  meaning.  If  the  Courts  wrongly 
decide  and  fail  to  express  the  legislative  intention,  which  seems  too 
clear  for  doubt,  additional  enactments  can*  correct  the  error. 

It  is  contended  that,  aside  from  the  payments,  there  are  ac- 
knowledgments and  promises  in  writing.    The  District  Judge,  in  his 
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findings,  refers  to  the  letter  of  June  Ist,  1868.  There  are  two  m  the 
evidence,  which  will  both  be  examined  to  ascertain  if  they  contain 
anything  to  sustain  the  judgment  measurably  predicated  thereon. 

There  is  no  principle  better  settled  than  that  an  acknowledgment 
to  take  a  case  out  of  the  statute,  must  be  clear,  explicit,  and  direct 
to  the  point  that  the  debt  is  due.  (Parsons  on  Notes  and  Bills, 
Vol.  2,  649 ;  Angell  on  Limitations,  217  ;  Bdl  v.  Morriion  et  aZ., 
1  Pet  351 ;  VenrU  v.  Shawj  14  N.  H.  422 ;  Bergham  v.  Calhoun, 
6  Watts,  219 ;  Burr  v.  Burr,  26  Penn.  State,  284 ;  McCormick  v. 
Brown,  Cal.,  April  Term,  1869  ;  Hart  v.  Prendergatt,  14  M.  k 
W.  741.) 

It  has  been  held  in  some  cases  that  such  acknowledgment  must 
clearly  appear  to  relate  to  the  identical  debt  or  demand  which  is 
sought  to  be  recovered  upon  the  strength  of  it ;  but  the  prepond- 
erance of  authority  is  the  other  way.  And  it  has  been  said  ^'  that 
where  the  plaintiff  proves  a  general  acknowledgment  of  indebt- 
ment,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  it 
related  to  a  different  demand  from  the  one  in  controversy." 
((7arr'«  AdmW  v.  Surlburt's  Adm'x,  44  Mo.,  10  White,  264; 
see  also  2  Greenl.  Ev.,  Sec.  441 ;  Whitneg  v.  Bigebw,  4  Pick.  110 ; 
BaUey  v.  Crane,  21  Pick.  823 ;  Woodbridge  v.  AUen,  12  Met. 
470 ;  Frost  v.  Bengough,  1  Bing.  266.)  So  the  rule  was  prop- 
erly stated  by  the  District  Judge  in  this  case,  had  the  facts  war- 
ranted its  application.  It  is,  however,  impossible  to  gather  from 
the  language  of  the  letters  any  clear,  explicit,  or  direct  acknowl- 
edgment of  any  indebtedness,  or,  really,  any  definite  acknowledg- 
ment whatever.  Their  language  may  as  well,  and  perhaps  better, 
apply  to  some  favor  the  writer  intends  to  show  the  person  to  whom 
they  are  addressed,  in  return  for  past  favors  from  him,  as^  to  any 
debt  he  owes.  They  are  not  even  directed  to  the  payers  of  the 
note,  but  to  one  only ;  and  the  strongest  expresfflon  used  is :  ^^  I 
feel  ashamed  of  it  a  standing  so  long." 

No  such  vagueness  meets  the  requirements  of  the  law.  Con- 
jecture, aided  by  outside  circumstances,  might  fix  a  meaning  to 
these  letters  in  consonance  with  the  finding ;  but  such  conjecture, 
or  such  ud,  is  improper ;  the  acknowledgment  must  point  itself;  it 
cannot  be  inferred,  for  its  only  purpose  is  as  a  base  upon  which  to 
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raise  a  pronuse,  and  it  is  not  permisfflble  to  infer  a  foundation  for 
the  ultimate  inference ;  and  while  the  law  allows  a  promise  to  be 
inferred  from  a  proper  acknowledgment,  it  draws  the  inference  only 
in  the  absence  of  any  express  promise,  ei&er  absolute  or  condi- 
tionaly  and  considers  the  purpose  of  the  acknowledgment  always 
as  extinguished  by  any  accompanying  words  of  promise. 

What  is  the  language  of  these  letters  ?  ^^  I  send  you  a  check 
of  fifty  dollars  now,  and  hope  I  can  do  something  better  for  you 
then."  ^^  I  have  got  the  thing  agoing  to  the  best  advantage  to  try  to 
raise  some  money  for  you."  ^^  I  will  do  the  best  I  can  for  you.  I 
think  I  will  be  able  to  ^ve  you  a  lift ;  you  can  be  sure  I  will  do 
all  in  my  power  towards  it."  ^^  I  still  hope  I  may  be  able  to  re- 
pay you  for  all  of  it  soon." 

If  any  pronuse  is  expressed,  by  any  or  all  the  words  recited,  it 
is  one  conditioned  upon  ability.  The  language  would  seem  to  imply 
nothing  but  a  hope,  concerning  some  matter  conjectural ;  but  give 
it  the  strongest  construction  which  could  be  claimed  by  the  most 
sanguine,  and  at  best  it  amounts  only  to  a  conditional  promise. 
Such  promise  does  not  correspond  with  the  complaint,  and  waiving 
that  objection,  could  only  be  enforced  upon  proof  of  ability. 

Without  specially  examining  the  many  decisions,  look  at  one 
of  tiie  earliest  and  one  of  the  latest,  holding  this  doctrine.  In 
Tanner  v.  Smarts  proof  was,  that  the  note  was  produced  to  the 
defendant,  and  payment  of  it  demanded,  and  that  the  defendant 
said :  *'  I  cannot  pay  the  debt  at  present,  but  I  will  pay  it  as  soon 
as  I  can."  There  was  no  proof  of  any  ability  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  debt,  and  after  argument  of  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial,  the  plaintiff  having  had  judgment,  the  rule  was  made 
absolute :  Tenterden,  C.  J.  saying,  among  other  things,  in  support 
of  his  action :  "The  promise  proved  here  was  *  I'll  pay  as  soon  as 
I  can ;'  and  there  was  no  evidence  of  ability  to  pay,  so  as  to  raise 
that  which  in  its  terms  was  a  qualified  promise  into  one  which  was 
absolute  and  unqualified.  Had  it  been  in  terms^  what  it  is  in  sub- 
stance^  *  prove  that  I  am  able  to  pay  and  then  I  will  pay,'  it  would 
have  been  what  the  promise  was  taken  to  be,  in  Flaylin  v.  Hoiir' 
ingsj  a  conditional  promise ;  and  when  the  proof  of  ability  should 
have  been  given,  but  not  before,  an  absolute  one.    Upon  a  general 
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acknowledgment,  where  nothing  is  said  to  prevent  it,  a  general 
promise  to  pay  may,  and  ought  to  be,  implied ;  but  where  the  party 
guards  his  acknowledgment,  and  accompanies  it  with  an  express 
declaration  to  preyent  any  such  implication,  why  shall  not  the  rule 
^  expre99ium  fadt  cesiare  tabUum^  ^PP^J*"  (^Tanner  v.  Smarts 
6  B.  &  C.  605.) 

In  Bidwdl  v.  Boger%^  a  letter  was  introduced  from  the  defend- 
ant, written  in  answer  to  one  from  plaintiff,  saying :  ^'  I  do  not  know 
when  I  can  come  and  see  you,  but  I  will  try  to  as  soon  as  I  can, 
and  will  pay  you  as  soon  as  I  can."  Verdict  being  directed  for 
defendant,  and  exceptions  taken,  overruling  them,  Chapman,  J. 
pronounces  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  thus :  ^'  If  the  letter  attached 
to  the  deposition  had  been  proved,  it  would  not  have  been  sufficient 
to  avoid  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  It  contuns 
no  reference  to  the  note,  or  absolute  promise  to  pay  the  plidntiff 
what  is  due  to  him ;  but  a  promise  to  come  and  see  him  when  he 
can,  and  to  pay  him  when  he  can ;  and  no  proof  was  offered  of  his 
ability  to  pay.  (^Bidwell  v.  Rogen^  10  Allen,  488  ;  see  also.  Bell 
V.  Morrison^  1  Peters,  851 ;  Baydon  v.  WiUiamSy  7  Bing.  168 ; 
Bart  V.  Prenderga%ty  14  M.  &  W.  741;  Hancock  v.  Bli%9^  7 
Wend.  267  ;  Wakeman  v.  Sherman^  5  Seld.  85 ;  Buih  v.  Bar- 
nard^ 8  Johns.  407 ;  Fritchard  v.  Bowell,  1  Wis.  181 ;  Manning 
V.  Wheeler,  13  N.  H.  486.) 

As  the  questions  involved  in  this  opinion  are  new  in  this  State, 
though  long  since  determined  elsewhere,  authorities  have  been 
somewhat  numerously  cited,  culled  from  a  multitude,  tending  to 
elucidation,  and  the  weight  thereof  is  conclusive  against  a  recovery 
by  respondent  upon  the  present  record.  The  statute  was  well 
pleaded,  and  nothing  has  been  shown  sufficient  to  remove  its  bar. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded. 
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JAMES  F.  KONEY,  Appellant,  v.  S.  S.  BUCKLAND,  R»- 

8P0NDBNT. 

JuDOMXiiTS  NOT  BiSTCTRBXD  027  Mkaokb  GROUNDS.  In  an  action  against  Buckland 
as  sarriTing  partner  of  the  firm  of  Buckland  &  Bethel,  it  appeared  in  evidence 
that,  in  addition  to  the  buainess  of  the  firm,  each  of  the  partners  was  also 
engaged  in  separate  business  on  his  own  account ;  that  Bethel,  being  about  to 
depart  for  San  Francisco  with  the  intention  of  laying  in  a  stock  of  goods  for 
the  firm,  Roney  delivered  to  him  a  package  of  United  States  treasury  notes 
and  securities ;  that  on  his  way  to  San  Francisco  Bethel  lost  his  life;  that  after 
Bethel's  death,  Roney  endeavored  to  collect  his  claim  from  his  estate ;  and  it 
did  not  appear  what  had  become  of  the  notes  and  securities  after  their  delivery 
to  Bethel :  ffeld,  that  the  evidence  to  show  a  delivery  to  or  for  the  firm  was 
too  meager  to  justify  a  disturbance  of  the  finding  of  the  Court  below  in  favor 
of  the  defendant. 

Objection  that  Findings  ars  Contrary  to  Eviorncr.  Where  the  ground  of  an 
appeal  is  that  the  findings  of  fact  are  contrary  to  the  evidence,  the  burden 
of  showing  error  is  upon  the  appellant,  and  a  meager  showing  is  not  sufficient. 

Appeals  in  two  cases  from  the  District  Court  of  the  First  Judi- 
cial District,  Storey  County. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  Further  infor- 
mation in  relation  to  the  facts  referred  to  will  be  found  in  the  report 
of  the  same  case,  on  a  former  appeal,  in  4  Nev.  45. 

Aldrich  ^  DeLong^  for  Appellant. 

Does  the  evidence  warrant  the  presumption  that  the  money 
received  by  Bethel  was  received  on  partnership  account?  If  it 
does,  there  being  no  evidence  to  overthrow  it,  it  is  insisted  that  the 
judgment  should  be  reversed.    It  shows : 

Ist.  The  receipt  of  the  notes  and  bonds  by  Bethel  from  Roney. 

2d.  That  Bethel  received  them  on  the  night  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  day  of  his  departure  for  San  Francisco. 

8d.  That  Bethel  left  the  next  morning,  carrying  the  notes  and 
bonds  with  him. 

4th.  That  it  was  the  only  object  of  Bethel,  in  his  visit  to  San 
Francisco,  to  purchase  the  wmter  supply  of  goods  for  the  firm  of 
Buckland  &  Bethel. 


Ta 


220  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  [Jtot, 

Roney  v.  Buckland. 

5th.  That  it  was  not  known  that  Bethel  was  engaged  in  any 
other  business,  except  mercantile  business  aforesaid,  save  a  freightr 
ing  business  to  the  east  of  Fort  Churchill,  in  which  ho  was  inter- 
ested. 

The  rule  of  law  on  this  subject  as  laid  down  m  the  text  books^ 
is,  that  a  person  who  gives  credit  to  one  partner  alone  cannot  call 
on  the  rest ;  but  if  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  to  whom  credit 
was  given,  the  fact  that  money  borrowed  by  a  partner  came  to  the 
use  of  the  firm,  raises  a  presumption  that  the  loan  was  made  to 
him  as  a  partner,  and  if  not  rebutted  will  make  the  firm  liable  for 
the  payment.     (Parsons  on  Partnership,  106.) 

So  far  as  disclosed  by  the  record,  Bethel  was  engaged  in  no 
other  business  than  the  mercantile  business  of  Buckland  &  Bethel, 
except  the  freighting  business  mentioned,  which  had  no  connection 
west  of  Fort  Churchill.  The  avowed  object  of  Bethel  in  his  trip 
to  San  Francisco  was  to  purchase  the  winter's  supply  of  goods  for 
the  firm  of  Buckland  k  Bethel.  He  declared  the  object  of  his 
visit  to  San  Francisco  to  be  such.  He  was  about  starting  on  this 
trip  for  that  purpose,  and  a  few  hours  before  his  departure  he  bor- 
rowed the  money  in  question  and  took  it  with  him.  No  other 
object  except  the  purchase  of  goods  for  the  firm  was  mentioned. 
Is  it  not  a  £Edr  presumption  that  Bethel  intended  to  use  the  money 
borrowed  for  the  benefit  of  the  firm  ?  Is  it  not  at  least  a  presump- 
tion calling  on  the  respondent  to  show  either  that  there  was  no 
necessity  on  account  of  the  financial  condition  of  the  firm  for  the 
loan — or  that  Bethel  had  other  business  relations  with  San  Fran- 
cisco in  which  tiie  money  might  likely  have  been  used,  or  for  which 
it  might  have  been  intended,  to  escape  liability  ? 

The  money  was  brought  to  Bethel  at  night ;  he  was  to  start  very 
early  the  next  morning,  and  it  was  natural  that  no  very  accurate 
understanding  should  have  been  disclosed  either  by  writing  or  to 
those  about  the  parties  at  the  time.  Bethel  offered  to  give  his  or 
our  note  for  the  money,  but  Roney  told  him  to  let  it  stand  until  his 
return.  There  is  nothing  in  the  circumstances  surrounding  the 
transaction  tending  to  give  it  the  character  of  a  private  loan ;  on 
the  contrary,  everything  to  impress  upon  it  the  character  of  a  loan 
to  the  firm. 
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Williams  ^  Bider^  for  Respondent. 

It  18  somewhat  premature  to  discuss  the  question  of  whether  the 
loan  was  made  for  the  joint  account  of  Buckland  &  Bethel,  without 
first  ascertaining  that  there  was  a  loan.  Qreenleaf  (2  Oreenl.  Ev. 
108,  Sec.  112)  says :  "  In  proof  of  the  count  for  money  lent,  it 
is  not  sufficient  merely  to  show  that  the  plidntiff  delivered  money, 
or  a  bank  check,  to  the  defendant,  for  thi?  prima  fade  is  only 
evidence  of  the  payment  by  the  plaintiff  of  his  own  debt,  antece- 
dently due  to  the  defendant.''  (See  also  8  Phillips  on  Evidence, 
426,  4th  Am.  Ed. ;   WeUh  v.  Hvam,  1  Starkie,  474.) 

The  statement  of  facts  reported  in  4  Nev.  45,  is  not  the  state- 
ment of  facts  in  the  case  as  it  now  comes  before  the  Court..  All 
that  now  appears  is  that  ^'  plaintiff  delivered  money  to  Bethel,'' 
nothing  more.  That  prima  faeie  was  only  evidence  of  the  pay- 
ment of  a  preexisting  debt  due  from  him  to  Bethel.  What  is 
there  in  the  recoi^d  to  overcome  that  presumption?  Nothing, 
unless  the  inquiry  of  Bethel  as  to  whether  he  should  give  a  note  or 
receipt  could  accomplish  that  feat.  If  Bethel  used  the  word  notey 
then  the  creation  of  a  debt  was  imparted ;  but  if  he  sidd  receipt j 
then  a  debt  was  being  paid.  Whose  duty  was  it  to  show  which 
word  was  used  ?    Certainly  not  Buckland's. 

Suppose,  however,  that  the  evidence  had  shown  a  loan  to  Bethel. 
Then  the  question  would  arise,  to  whom  was  the  loan  made  ?  It 
cannot  be  clumed  that  it  was  in  fact  made  otherwise  than  to  Bethel 
only,  but  it  is  said  that  it  was  the  account  of  the  firm.  What  proof 
is  there  of  that  fact  ?  He  did  not  use*  the  money  for  partnership 
purposes.  It  is  not  even  shown  that  he  ever  took  it  from  the  safe. 
He  did  not  state  that  it  was  intended  to  be  used  for  partnership 
purposes,  and  the  partner  seems  to  have  been  entirely  ignorant  of 
tiie  whole  transaction.  After  he  has  started  on  his  way  to  San 
Francisco,  a  package  of  money  is  handed  to  him — ^for  what  purpose 
no  one  knows — and  yet  we  are  told  that  should  charge  the  defendant. 

If  there  were  any  difficulty  in  the  case,  even  conceding  that  the 
transaction  amounted  to  a  loan,  that  would  be  solved  by  the  state- 
ment of  plaintiff  in  his  petition  for  letters,  and  in  his  complaint 
iigainst  the  representation  of  Bethel's  estate,  m  which  he  alleges  a 
loan  to  Bethel,  and  to  Bethel  only. 
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By  the  Court,  Johnson,  J. : 

At  a  former  term  of  this  Court,  the  two  cases  now  before  us  were 
considered — ^the  defendant  then  tiie  appealing  party — in  the  reported 
case  of  Boney  v.  Bjicklandf  (4  Nev.  45).  In  pursuance  of  the 
judgment  of  reversal  and  the  opinion  then  pronounced,  new  trials 
were  had  by  the  Court  below — ■jury  trial  being  waived — ^in  which 
the  findings  of  fact  and  judgments  were  for  defendant  Plaintiff 
moved  for  new  trials,  on  several  grounds,  which  were  refused ;  and 
thereupon  he  appealed  from  both  the  orders  and  judgments.  As 
the  second  trials  were  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  law  laid 
down  in  the  opinion  reversing  said  causes,  the  present  appeals  must 
be  conffldered  upon  the  several  matters  contained  in  the  record  now 
before  us,  irrespective  of  the  cases  made  at  tiie  former  hearing.  It 
is  stipulated  that  the  two  causes  shall  be  heard  together. 

The  complaint  in  the  one  action  alleges  a  loan  of  five  thousand 
dollars,  in  United  States  currency;  and  in  the  other,  fifteen  hundred 
dollars.  Government  bonds  or  securities,  by  the  plaintiff,  to  one 
Henry  Bethel,  on  or  about  the  tenth  of  October,  1865,  for  account 
and  use  of  the  firm  of  Buckland  (defendant)  &  Bethel,  then  paHr 
ners  in  a  mercantile  business,  being  carried  on  near  Fort  Churchill, 
in  this  State ;  furthermore,  alleging  the  subsequent  death  of  said 
Bethel,  demand,  and  nourpayment  « 

The  defendant  is  sued  as  surviving  partner,  to  recover  the  amount 
of  such  loans,  and  value  of  the  securities. 

The  partnership,  demand,  and  refusal  to  pay,  as  aUeged  in  ilie 
complaint,  are  not  denied ;  but  in  other  respects  the  answers  •fully 
traverse  all  of  the  material  allegations.  So,  it  rested  with  the 
plaintiff  to  make  proof  of  the  several  averments  denied  by  the 
answers.  To  this  end  it  is  shown,  that  on  the  evening  of  October 
10th,  1865,  the  plaintiff  brought  to  the  Quartermaster's  office,  at 
Fort  Churchill,  where  Bethel  then  was,  (purposing  to  leave  the  fol- 
lowing morning  to  buy  a  stock  of  goods)  a  package  of  greenbacks 
and  Oovemment  bonds,  corresponding  to  the  amount  and  descrip- 
tion stated  in  the  complaints,  and  delivered  them  to  said  Bethel. 
Bethel,  after  the  count  had  been  made,  inquired  of  Roney  ^'  if  he 
wanted  a  receipt  or  note  for  them  ?  "  and  Roney  made  answer', 
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^^  that  he  did  not  think  it  was  necessary."  Bethel  then  placed  the 
package  in  the  safe  at  the  Quartermaster's  office,  and  departed  the 
following  morning  for  San  Francisco. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  the  present  record  that  the  package  was 
taken  by  Bethel  from  its  place  of  deposit,  the  Qoartermaster's  safe. 
It  was  admitted  on  the  trial  that  Bethel  was  killed  bj  the  explosion 
of  the  steamer  ^^  Yosemite,"  on  the  twelfth  of  the  same  month, 
whilst  en  route  to  San  Francisco. 

It  is  farther  in  proof  that  the  defendant,  apart  from  the  firm 
business  of  Buckland  &  Bethel,  was  engaged  in  ranching,  stock- 
raismg,  and  hotel-keepmg ;  and  that  Bethel  was  also  engaged  in  a 
separate  business — ^that  of  transporting  goods  for  the  Government, 
from  Fort  Churchill  to  other  military- posts  to  the  ea^ward.  It 
was  also  shown  upon  the  trials,  that  plaintiff^ — after  fully  stating  his* 
case  to  counsel,  subsequent  to  the  death  of  Bethel  and  his  knowl- 
edge thereof — ^applied  to  the  proper  Court  for  letters  of  administra- 
tion on  the  estate  of  deceased,  by  petition,  duly  verified,  in  which  he 
stated  that  he  was  a  creditor  of  such  estate,  on  account  of  the  loan 
sought  to  be  recovered  in  these  actions ;  and  at  a  later  time,  when 
letters  of  administration  had  been  granted  to  another  person,  he 
brought  suit  against  the  administrator  of  such  estate,  on  a  verified 
complaint,  to  establish  his  claim  as  a  creditor  of  the  individual 
estate  of  the  deceased,  by  reason  of  the  same  transaction.  The 
latter  suit,  however,  was  dismissed  before  the  commencement  of 
these  actions. 

The  appellant  seems  to  have  waived  the  other  grounds  of  motion 
for  new  trials,  in  the  lower  Court,  and  here  urges  a  reversal  of  the 
judgments  on  the  one  issue — that  the  findings  of  fact  are  contrary 
to  the  evidence.  We  have  stated  tiie  evidence  very  fully  on  all 
material  points,  as  we  find  it  in  the  iranscript.  The  proof  is  un- 
doubted, that  plaintiff  delivered  to  Bethel  the  moneys  and  securities 
set  forth  in  the  complaint ;  but  whether  as  a  loan  does  not  appear, 
and  there  is  too  meager  a  showing  to  justify  the  conclusion  that 
Buckland  is  chargeable  as  copartner  of  Bethel.  The  authorities 
e^'^d  on  behalf  of  appellant  fully  support  this  view. 

Jujjments  affirmed. 
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THE  YELLOW  JACKET  SILVER  MINING  COMPANY, 
Respokdhnt,  v.  C.  C.  STEVENSON,  Appkllant. 

AoiM OT — Principal  not  bound  bt  Agent's  TJnautbobiznd  Acts.  A  principal  U 
only  bound  bj  such  acts  of  his  agent  as  are  within  the  scope  of  the  agent's 
authority. 

AoxNOT — ^BATinoATiON.  A  principal  is  only  held  to  ratify  an  unauthorised  act  of 
an  agent  when  be  does  so  expressly ;  or  with  full  knowledge  of  the  transaction 
accepts  or  receives  some  advantage  from  it;  or  when,  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  such  knowledge,  he  fails  to  repudiate  it. 

RATincATioN  or  Aoknt's  XTnavthorizkd  Acts — ^Fuix  Knowlxdon.  Though  a 
prindpal  reoeiTe  advantage  from  an  unauthorized  act  of  an  agent,  be  win  not 
be  held  to  ratify  it  unless  he  accept  the  advantage  with  ftill  knowledge  of  all 
the  material  facts  of  the  transaction. 

Corporations — Unauthorizkd  Liask  bt  Prrsidint — ^Prkumptions  op  Ratipica- 
noN.  Where  the  President  of  a  mining  corporation  leased,  in  the  name  of  the 
company  but  without  its  authority,  certain  of  its  mining  ground,  and  the  money 
paid  as  rent  was  returned  as  ^*m<mey  received  for  ores  sold :"  Beid^  thai  the 
mere  fact  of  the  receipt  of  the  money,  without  proof  of  knowledge  of  the  lease 
on  the  part  of  the  company,  was  not  suflBcient  proof  from  which  to  infer  a  rati- 
fication of  the  lease,  nor  a  suiBcient  showing  from  which  to  infer  the  r^.*uon 
of  landlord  and  tenant  so  as  to  entitle  the  occupant  of  the  ground  t^/^.tice  to 
quit. 
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COHPOBATIONS  HOT  CHABOKABLK  WITH  SjlOWUDOX  OF    ImDITIOVIL    TbVSTISS.       On 

a  question  as  to  the  ratification  bj  a  corporation  of  the  unauthorized  act  of  its 
President,  where  it  is  necessary  to  show  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  corpora- 
Uon,  it  is  not  enough  to  show  an  indiTidual  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  minor- 
ity of  the  Board  of  Trustees,  even  if  a  knowledge  on  the  part  of  all  of  them  in 
their  individual  capacity,  and  not  acting  as  a  Board,  would  be  sufficient 
Entbt  undik  Torn  Lease — ^Tenanct  at  Will.  The  rule  that  a  tenancy  at  will 
is  created  where  a  tenant  enters  upon  property  under  a  void  lease,  and  as  such 
tenant  at  will  is  entitled  to  notice  to  quit,  does  not  apply  to  a  case  of  entry 
under  a  lease  made  by  a  pretended  agent  aoting  entirely  without  authority 
from  the  owners. 

Appbal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  first  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

The  complaint  charges,  the  defendant  with  having  unlawfully 
entered  into,  and  unlawfully  contmuing  and  threatening  to  continue 
in,  the  possession  of  a  portion  of  the  Comstock  Ledge  in  the  Gold 
Hill  Mining  District  in  Storey  County,  known  as  the  West  or  Red 
Ledge,  and  with  extracting  therefrom,  removing,  and  appropriating 
to  his  own  use,  and  threatening  to  continue  to  extract,  remove,  and 
appropriate,  thirty  tons  per  day  of  metalliferous  quartz  rock  and 
earth,  worth  eighteen  dollars  per  ton.  After  the  argument  of  an 
order  to  show  cause,  an  injunction  was  granted  against  defendant, 
to  be  and  remam  in  force  during  the  pendency  of  the  action,  and 
until  the  further  order  of  the  Court,  from  which  order  of  injunction 
this  appeal  was  taken. 

Williams  ^  BixUr^  for  Appellant. 

L  The  Board  of  Trustees  ratified  the  lease  made  by  Winters 
by  accepting  the  '*  rent "  from  appellant.  They  knew  he  was  at 
work  upon  and  occupying  a  part  of  their  mine,  and  that  they  were 
receiving  "  rent "  for  its  use.  It  was  their  duty  to  have  ascertained 
from  their  President  the  terms  of  the  occupation,  and  the  law  will 
presume  they  did  so. 

n.  The  occupation  of  a  mine  paying  a  fixed  sum  for  use  be- 
comes a  lease.  (  United  States  v.  Oratioty  14  Pet.  526,  638-9 ; 
JBarlen  v.  The  Lehigh  Coal  Co.,  85  Penn.  287  and  292 ;  TOey  y. 
Mayers,  43  Penn.  404  and  410 ;  Cross  v.  Tome,  14  Md.  217.) 
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in.  The  acceptance  of  rent  from  one  occupying  land,  hooseSy 
or  mines,  cliuming  to  occupy  as  lessee,  makes  him  a  tenant  of  the 
property,  and  as  such  tenant  he  cannot  be  ejected  without  notice  to 
quit,  which  notice  must  be  given  six  months  before  the  intended 
termination  of  the  ^^  term."  (1  Washb.  on  Real  Prop.  396,  and 
Note  8;  1  Washb.  on  Real  Prop.  893;  Adams  on  Ejectment, 
106, 108,  111,  and  112 ;  1  Cowen's  Treat.  303 ;  14  Allen,  Mass. 
4b ;  28  Wend.  616  and  618 ;  Taylor's  Landlord  and  Tenant,  35 ; 
Frubie  v.  Price,  27  Cal.  266 ;  Murray  v.  Armstrong^  11  Mo. 
209 ;  Ridgley  y.  StiUwell,  28  Mo.  400 ;  SearUy  v.  Murray,  84 
Mo.  420 ;  Squires  v.  Suff,  8  A.  K.  Marsh.  943 ;  Fogle  y.  Chany, 
12  B.  Mon.  139 ;  SuUivan  y.  JEnderSy  3  Dana,  66 ;  Denn  v. 
Drake,  2  Green,  N.  J.  623 ;  Denn  y.  Blair,  8  Green,  N.  J.  181 ; 
Doe  y.  Bichards,  4  Ind.  374 ;  Jackson  y.  Mughes,  1  Blackford, 
421-2;  Bouyier's  Diet.  16  and  16,  word  "Lease;'*  Bouyier's 
Diet.  446,  word  "  Rent.") 

lY .  But  if  the  lease  was  yoid  for  want  of  authority  to  make  it, 
or  as  not  haying  been  ratified,  then  the  acceptance  of  "  rent "  made 
appellant  tenant  at  will,  or  from  year  to  year,  with  right  of  notice  to 
quit.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  in  determining  whether  the  money 
paid  to  respondent  was  "  rent  money  "  that  appellant  so  paid  it, 
understanding  and  holding  himself  out  as  the  tenant  of  respondent ; 
and  respondent  introduced  no  eyidence  showing  or  tending  to  show 
that  it  was  receiyed  for  any  other  purpose  or  upon  any  other  con- 
tract. We  were  therefore  tenants  of  some  sort ;  and  if  the  written 
lease  waa  not  yalid,  we  were  neyertheless  entitled  to  reasonable 
notice  to  quit  before  suit  could  be  brought.  As  we  had  no  notice 
whatever,  the  action  was  prematurely  brought,  and  the  injunction 
improperly  issued. 

C.  J.  BUlyer,  for  Respondent 

I.  There  was  no  valid  written  agreement.  The  pretended  lease 
was  not  one  which  the  President  could  make  by  virtue  of  his  official 
position.  (Angell  k  Ames  on  Corp.,  Sec.  297 ;  Blair  v.  JS.  R. 
Co.,  20  Cal.  602 ;  FuUm  Bank  v.  N.  Y.  ^  S.  O.  Co.,  4  Paige's 
Ch.  182 ;  Eoyt  v.  Thompson,  1  Seld.  822 ;  7  Conn.  219 ;  12  N. 
H.  206 ;  20  Vt.  446.) 
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n.  There  was  no  ratification.  Ratification  to  be  valid  most  be 
made  with  full  knowledge.  The  proof  shows  that  there  was  no 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  any  Trustee,  except  the  officer  making  it, 
either  of  the  written  agreement,  or  of  any  agreement,  allowing 
Stevenson  either  any  definite  amount  of  ground  or  a  privilege  for 
any  length  of  time.  Every  act  done  by  the  Board  in  the  recep- 
tion of  money,  the  approval  of  accounts,  etc.,  was  entirely  consist- 
ent with  the  non-existence  of  any  agreement,  and  therefore  no  \ 
.assent  to  its  terms  can  be  implied,  and  no  obligation  of  inquiry  in 
relation  to  it  was  imposed.  (Angell  &;  Ames  on  Corp.,  Sec.  804 ; 
Paley  on  Agency,  171 ;  Story  on  Agency,  Sees.  289,  242-8 ;  6 
Gushing,  409 ;  26  Wis.  102 ;  22  Pick.  31 ;  9  Ban.  [Penn.]  27 ; 
80  Barb.  575 ;  8  Gill  &  John.  248.) 

m.  The  written  agreement  being  void  as  a  contract,  it  cannot 
be  considered  in  the  case  for  any  purpose.  It  ia  not  like  the  case 
of  a  lease  made  by  one  having  authority,  but  void  for  want  of  form. 
There,  if  a  tenancy  is  created  by  a  delivery  of  possession,  and  the 
acceptance  of  rent,  the  paper  may  be  sometimes  resorted  to,  to 
ascertain  the  terms  of  the  tenancy.  The  reason  is  that  the  proper 
authority  has  created  the  tenancy  by  its  acts,,  and  that  the  same  au- 
thority has  assented  to  and  fixed  its  conditions  by  a  paper  express- 
ing them  correctly,  but  void  for  want  of  form.  Here  the  proper 
authority  has  never  seen  or  known  of  the  writing,  and  could  not 
have  assented  to  any  of  its  terms.  The  paper  is,  therefore,  as  to 
the  company,  as  if  it  had  never  been  written,  and  the  rights  of  the 
parties  must  be  determined  by  the  other  facts  appearing  in  proof. 

IV .  The  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  never  existed  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant.  The  only  autiiority  having  the  power  to 
place  him  in  possession  was  the  Board  of  Trustees,  deriving  their 
power  from  the  statute.  If  the  defendant  desired  to  show  that  this 
power  was  vested  in  any  other  officer,  it  was  incumbent  upon  him 
to  prove  that  this  act  was  within  the  recognized  sphere  of  duty  of 
such  officer.  In  the  absence  of  proof  the  Court  cannot  present  it ; 
and  if  it  could,  it  would  be  a  forced  and  unnatural  presumption  that 
an  inferior  officer  should  have  the  power  to  dispose  of  the  possession 
of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  mining  clum  of  a  corporation. 

The  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  can  only  be  created  by  con- 
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tract.  The  contract  can  only  be  imf^ed  from  acts  which  from 
their  inconsistencj  with  any  other  probable  supposition  compel  or 
persuade  to  the  conclusion  that  tibe  parties  consented  to  the  relation, 
and  that  it  was  their  intention  that  it  should  exist.  (Taylor's  Land- 
lord and  Tenant,  Sees.  24  and  26 ;  15  Wend.  879 ;  1  Hill,  284 ; 
5  Bmg.  694 ;  7  Scott,  855.) 

y .  In  the  absence  of  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  there 
is  no  basns  for  what  is  termed  the  equitable  right  to  continue  to  take 
out  ore  for  a  reasonable  time.  He  was  either  a  trespasser  to  be 
stopped  at  any  time  by  the  Court,  or  if  within  the  scope  of  his  duty 
the  Superintendent  permitted  him  to  take  out  ore,  it  was  equally 
within  the  scope  of  his  duty  when  he  told  him  to  stop. 

• 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

In  ihe  month  of  January,  A.i>.  1868,  John  B.  Winters,  the  Pres- 
ident of  the  Yellow  Jacket  Mining  Company,  executed  in  the  name 
<^  the  respondent  an  instrument  whereby  the  appellant  was  given 
the  privilege  of  entering  upon  a  certain  designated  portion  of 
respondent's  mining  ground,  with  the  privilege  of  mimng  and  appro- 
priating to  his  own  use  all  mineral-bearing  rock  which  might  be 
found  therein,  for  the  sum  of  two  dollars  per  ton  for  all  ore  so  mined 
and  taken  by  him.  Under  this  instrument,  which  by  its  terms  was 
to  continue  during  his  pleasure,  the  appellant  entered  upon,  mined, 
and  extracted  a  large  quantity  of  ore,  and  was  so  engaged  when 
this  suit  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  enjoining  him  from  further 
entering  upon,  mining,  or  taking  ores.  The  proceeding  is  founded 
upon  the  assumption  that  Winters  was  not  authorized  to  execute 
the  instrument  or  lease  referred  to  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and 
hence  it  is  not  holden  upon  or  botmd  by  it. 

The  evidence  undoubtedly  sustained  this  position.  Winters,  lum- 
self,  testified  that  he  had  no  authority  to  execute  such  an  instru- 
ment on  behalf  of  the  company,  or  to  lease  any  portion  of  the  mine, 
and  the  by-laws  introduced  show  that  such  power  is  vested  only  in 
the  Board  of  Trustees,  which  it  is  admitted  never  delegated  it  to 
him.  Not  possessing  the  authority  to  act  for  the  company  in  the 
execution  of  such  instrument,  it  could  not  be  bound  by  it ;  for  it  is 
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an  axiom  of  the  law  of  agency  that  the  principal  is  only  bound  by 
such  acts  of  the  agent  as  are  within  the  scope  of  his  authority.  J 
But  it  is  argued  for  appellant,  that  a  corporation,  like  a  natural 
person,  may  ratif^an  unau Aoriased  act  of  its  agent ;  and  in  this  case 
the  respondent  ratified  the  instrument  executed  by  Winters.  That 
it  nught  have  been  adopted  or  ratified  by  the  company  and  thereby 
become  its  own  act,  and  bin^g  upon  it,  there  is  no  doubt;  (jbhat  it 
was  done  however  in  this  case  is  not  established  to  our  satisfiiotion.  \ 
A  principal  is  only  held  t^(ratify  the  unauthorized  act  of  au  agent 
when  he  does  so  'expressly^  or,  (vnth  full  knowledge  of  the  transac- 
tion, accepts  or  receives  some  advantu^  from  it)  or  (when  within  a 
relisonable  time  after  such  knowledge  he  fidls  to  repudiate  it.^ 

Although  the  principal  received  advantage  from  such  act  he  will 
not  be  held  to  ratiiy  it,  unless  he  accept  it  with  full  knowledge  of  all 
the  material  facts  of  the  transaction. 

^^  No  doctrine,"  say  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
^  is  better  setUed,  both  upon  principle  and  authority,  than  this,  that 
the  ratification  of  an  act  of  an  agent  previously  unauthorized  must, 
in  order  to  bmd  the  principal,  be  with  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the 
material  facts.  If  the  material  facts  be  either  suppressed  or  un- 
known the  ratification  is  treated  as  invalid  because  founded  in  mis- 
take or  firaud."  ( Owing$  v.  HuUy  9  Pet.  629.)  So  where  it  is 
sought  to  charge  a  corporation  with  the  ratification  of  an  unauthor* 
ized  act  of  an  agent  by  reason  of  its  acceptance  of  some  benefit  or 
advantage  from  it,  it  should  appear  that  such  benefit  was  accepted 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  character  of  the  act  (Angell  and 
Ames  on  Corp.,  §  804.) 

The  evidence  in  this  case,  however,  is  clear  and  positive  that  the 
Board  of  Trustees  which  was  the  authorized  agent  of  the  corpora- 
tion knew  nothing  of  the  terms,  nor  even  of  the  existence  of  the 
lease  in  question.  The  money  paid  by  the  appellant  was  reported 
by  the  Superintendent  to  the  Board  as  received  for  ores  sold. 
Nothing  seems  ever  to  have  appeared  in  his  reports  from  which  it 
could  even  have  been  inferred  that  the  money  paid  by,  or  due  from, 
Stevenson  to  the  company  was  for  the  use  or  rental  of  any  portion 
of  the  mine.  How  then  can  it  be  held  that  the  acceptance  of  money 
by  the  Board  reported  to  it  as  being  for  ores  sold  was  a  ratification 
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of  the  lease  executed  to  the  appellant  ?  The  company  did  not  know 
of  sach  lease,  nor  were  there  any  such  circumstances  connected 
with  the  acceptance  of  the  money  as  to  place  it  upon  inquiry,  or 
to  charge  it  with  presumptive  notice  of  its  existence. 

If,  then,  it  be  the  law  that  there  must  be  a  full  knowledge  of  all 
the  material  facts  before  the  acceptance  of  profit  or  advantage  by 
\  the  principal  will  be  held  to  constitute  a  ratification,  surely  the 
respondent  here  cannot  be  held  upon  the  lease  in  question,  for  it 
knew  nothing  of  the  material  facts  respecting  it.  If  it  were  shown 
that  the  Board  knew  of  the  lease,  the  acceptance  of  payment  from 
Stevenson  for  the  ore  extracted  would  doubtless  be  sufficient  to 
establish  a  ratification;  but  the  contrary  being  shown,  it  would  man- 
ifestly be  opposed  to  the  well-settled  rules  of  law  to  hold  such 
acceptance  to  be  a  ratification. 

But  it  1^  further  claimed  that  if  the  lease  were  void  and  there  were 
no  ratification,  still  the  acceptance  of  rent  from  Stevenson  consti- 
tuted him  a  tenant  at  will  of  that  portion  of  the  mine  from  which 
he  was  extracting  ore,  and  therefore  entitled  him  to  notice  to  quit, 
which  was  not  given.  The  fallacy  of  this  argument  is,  that  it 
assumes  the  corporation  accepted  the  payment  made  by  Stevenson 
as  rentj  when  nothing  of  the  kind  is  shown.  True,  the  money  was 
paid,  but  as  stated  before,  it  was  reported  to  the  Board  as  money 
received  for  ore  sold,  and  not  as  rent  for  the  use  or  occupation  of 
any  portion  of  the  mine.  It  is  not  shown  that  the  Board  of  Trua- 
tees  had  any  knowledge  that  he  had  such  use  or  occupation.  The 
acceptance  of  money  as  rent,  knowing  it  to  be  such,  would  undoubt- 
edly create  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  as  completely  as 
an  express  contract,  because  the  payment  by  the  tenant  would  be  a 
direct  recognition  and  acknowledgment  of  the  landlord's  title,  and 
the  acceptance  by  the  latter  of  such  payment  knowing  it  to  be  pud 
as  rent,  would  be  as  perfect  a  recognition  of  the  tenant's  right  to 
occupy  as  an  express  assent  or  permission ;  consequently  it  has  been 
held,  and  very  justly  too,  that  the  acceptance  of  rent,  knowing  it  to 
be  pud  as  such,  creates  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant. 

But  the  acceptance  of  money  by  the  owner  of  land — not  know- 
ing it  to  be  paid  as  rent,  or  believing  it  to  be  paid  for  something 
else— oannot  bo  held  an  assent  to  the  use  or  occupation,  nor  create 
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sach  relation.  QDoe  y.  Oragoj  6  Manmng,  6  &  S.  90.)  Not 
knowing  of  sach  occupation,  an  assent  to  it  could  not,  with  any 
degree  of  consistencj,  be  presumed  to  be  g^yen.  Here,  there  is 
no  eyidence  that  the  Board  of  Trustees,  as  such,  knew  of  Steyen^ 
son's  occupation ;  and  the  acceptance  of  the  money,  paid  by  him, 
could  not  raise  a  presumption  of  such  knowledge :  because  it  was 
.  returned  as  for  ores  sold,  and  as  such  it  appears  to  haye  been 
accepted  by  the  company.  Were  it  returned  as  rent  and  so  accepted, 
a  tenancy  would  be  created — ^for  that  fact  alone  would  be  a  sufficient 
notification  to  the  company  that  Steyenson  was  occupying  a  portion 
of  the  mine,  and  the  acceptance  of  the  rent  would  be  a  sufficient 
assent  to  such  occupancy.  But  the  law  does  not  force  contracts 
upon  persons  by  presumptions  unnatural  or  improbable.  Legal 
presumptions  are  natural  and  rational  mferences  drawn  from  known 
or  admitted  facts.  As  for  example :  if  one  accepts  rent  from  another 
in  possession  of  his  property,  knowing  it  to  be  paid  as  rent,  the  nat- 
ural presumption  is  that  he  assents  to  the  possession — and  such  is  the 
presumption  of  the  law ;  but  it  would  not  be  rational  or  natural  to 
infer  an  assent  to  such  possession  if  the  money  were  accepted,  the 
owner  not  knowing  it  was  paid  as  rent ;  nor  do  we  think  the  law 
raises  it  in  such  a  case. 

Perhaps,  if  it  were  shown  that  money  was  paid  by  one  occupying 
premises,  as  rent,  and  that  it  was  accepted  by  the  owner,  with 
nothing  further  appearing,  it  might  be  presumed  that  the  owner 
knew  it  to  be  intended  as  rent,  and  so  accepted  it;  but  where,  as 
in  this  case,  it  is  shown,  in  connection  with  the  proof  of  payment, 
that  it  was  reported  to  be  for  something  other  than  rent,  and  so 
receiyed,  such  presumption  cannot  be  indulged. 

It  cannot,  we  think,  be  maintuned  that  the  knowledge  obtained 
unofficially  by  three  of  the  trustees,  that  Steyenson  was  engaged  in 
extracting  ore  from  the  mine,  is  sufficient  to  charge  the  company 
with  such  knowledge.  As  any  number  of  trustees,  acting  indiyid* 
ually  and  not  as  a  Board,  cannot  act  for  the  corporation — so,  any 
information  obtamed  by  indiyidual  trustees  and  not  communicated 
to  the  Board,  should  not,  it  would  seem,  become  the  foundation  of  a 
contract  binding  upon  the  company.  The  trustees  represent  the 
corporation,  only  when  assembled  together  and  acting  as  a  Board. 
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(Laws  1864-5,  860,  Sees.  5  and  7.  See  also,  ffoihunler  y.  WO- 
U8j  88  Gal.  11.)  Such  being  the  law,  how  can  it  be  clidmed 
that  information  communicated  to  them  individually,  but  not  to 
tiie  Board,  can  be  made  the  foundation  of  an  implied  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  corporation  ?  But,  however  this  may  be,  it  cannot 
possibly  be  maintained  that  a  corporation  can  be  charged  with  act- 
ing upon,  or  recogniang  a  fact,  which  is  known  only  to  a  minority 
of  its  trustees.  As  it  reqmres  a  concurrent  action  of  a  majority  to 
execute  an  express  contract  on  its  behalf,  the  action  of,  or  informsr 
tion  communicated  to,  any  number  less  than  a  majority,  cannot 
become  tiie  basis  of  a  contract  bindmg  upon  the  company.  In  this 
case  the  three  trustees,  who  knew  that  Stevenson  was  extracting 
ore  from  the  mine,  might  be  deemed  to  assent  to  it — still,  unless 
they  constitute  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Board,  their  action 
or  implied  assent  could  no  more  bind  the  corporation  than  an  express 
contract  entered  into  by  any  one  of  them  alone  could.  The  record 
here  does  not  show  that  tiiree  were  a  majority  of  the  Board  of 
Trustees  of  the  plaintiff — a  &ct  necessary  to  be  shown  by  tiie  de- 
fendant, before  he  could  claim  the  corporation  to  be  bound  by  their 
act,  or  be  chargeable  with  information  obtained  by  them.  So,  even 
if  it  were  admitted  that  the  act  of  a  majority  of  the  trustees,  not 
acting  as  a  Board,  could  bind  the  corporation,  still,  as  it  is  not  shown 
in  this  case,  that  a  majority  did  so  act,  or  have  knowledge  of  Steven- 
son's possession,  the  result  here  would  be  unchanged. 

The  authorities  referred  to  in  support  of  the  proposition,  that  one 
entering  under  a  void  lease  is  to  be  deemed  a  tenant  at  will,  and 
so  entitied  to  notice  to  quit,  have  no  pertinency  to  the  facts  of  this 
case.  When  an  owner  allows  one  to  enter  upon  his  property,  under 
a  lease  rendered  void  by  reason  of  some  informality,  undoubtedly  a 
tenancy  at  will  may  thereby  be  created — ^because,  although  the 
lease  intended  to  be  executed  be  nugatory,  still  the  ontry  and  taking 
of  possession  are  by  the  permission  of  the  owner ;  and  in  such  case 
the  tenancy  is  created  by  the  acts  of  the  respective  parties,  irrespect- 
ive of  the  lease  attempted  to  be  executed.  The  case  is,  however, 
very  different  where  there  is  not  only  a  void  lease,  but  the  entry 
upon  the  premises  is  also  unauthorized.  As  for  example:  if  a 
stranger  to  the  owner  should,  on  his  behalf  and  in  his  name,  make 


1869.]         SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  288 

Hopper  V.  Parkinson. 

a  lease  of  his  property,  and  the  lessee  should  enter  into  possession 
under  it,  he  could  certainly  not  be  held  a  tenant  at  will,  and  entitled 
to  notice  to  quit  from  the  owner.  But  the  President  of  the  plaintiflF 
had  no  more  authority  to  lease  any  portion  of  its  mine  than  if  he 
were  an  entire  stranger.  Not  having  the  authority  to  lease,  it  fol- 
lows he  had  no  authority  to  place  any  person  in  possession  of  the 
mine,  or  any  portion  of  it,  as  a  tenant — for  such  possession  can 
only  be  derived  from  one  havmg  the  right  or  authority  to  lease- 
hence,  not  only  was  the  lease  executed  by  Winters  void,  but  any 
possession  given  to,  or  right  of  tenancy  attempted  to  be  conferred 
upon,  Stevenson,  by  him,  was 'entirely  unwarranted.  There  could, 
therefore,  be  no  tenancy  at  will  created  by  means  of  the  possession 
BO  obtained.  If  Winters  had  the  authority  to  lease  and  did  so, 
placing  the  defendant  in  possession,  and  the  lease,  by  reason  of 
some  informality,  proved  to  be  void,  doubtiess,  Stevenson  would  in 
such  case  be  held  a  tenant  at  will :  but  Winters  having  no  such  au- 
thority, Stevenson  could  acquire  none  of  the  rights  of  tenancy  from 
him — for  as  an  agent.  Winters  could  no  more  bind  his  principal  by 
^ving  a  possession  which  would  create  a  tenancy,  than  by  executing 
a  written  lease  of  the  premises. 

The  appellant  having  failed  to  establish  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant  between  himself  and  the  respondent,  and  this  being  the 
only  ground  relied  on,  the  order  of  the  lower  Court  against  him 
must  be  affirmed. 


ABRAHAM  HOPPER,  Respondent,  v.  RICHARD  R.  PARK- 
INSON et  al,  Appellants. 

MOBTOAOl  TO  BBCITRB  PVHORABB  MoiTIT  KOT  A  VkHDOR'S  LiKV.       A    Buit   tO    fore- 

dooe  a  mortgage  giTen  to  secure  the  purchase  money  of  land,  is  not  a  suit  for 
the  enforcement  of  a  yendor's  lien. 

No  HoMnrEAD  as  aoaimst  Lubn  nm  PnaooAn  Monkt.  There  can  he  no  home- 
stead right  acquired  in  property  as  against  the  purchase  money  unless  the  lien 
therefor,  whether  created  by  mortgage  or  exisUng  by  way  of  vendor's  lien,  hat 
been  rdUered  in  some  lawftil  way. 

16 
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F0BXCLO8UKX  OF  HoBTQAOB  JOK  PuBCfBASs  MoNXT.  In  ft  forecloture  suit  on  a 
mortgage  given  by  a  husband  to  secure  the  purchase  money  of  land,  and  made 
contemporaneously  with  the  deed  of  the  land  to  him,  the  wife,  bdng  admitted 
to  defend,  set  np  a  homestead  right :  Sdd^  that  neither  husband  nor  wife  could 
acquire  any  homestead  right  as  against  the  mortgage  debt 

Appbal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Second  Judicial  District, 
Ormsby  County. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Clajftan  ^  Daviei,  for  AppeUants. 

The  property  sought  to  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of  this  debt 
is  a  homestead.  (4  Cal.  268 ;  6  Oal.  234 ;  10  Cal.  296 ;  3 
Nev.  182.) 

A  mortgage  of  a  homestead,  less  than  five  thousand  dollars  in 
value,  signed  by  the  husband  alone,  is  absolutely  void.  (Stats. 
1864-5,  226 ;  8  Oal.  66 ;  12  Cal.  327 ;  83  Cal.  266 ;  1  Nev. 
668  and  607.) 

A  vendor's  lien  does  not  exist  where  a  mortgage  security  is  taken 
for  the  purchase  money.  (12  Cal.  301;  17  Cal.  70;  23  Cal. 
633.) 

JB.  M.  Clarke,  for  Respondent. 

The  obligation  in  suit  being  for  the  purchase  money,  no  exempt 
tion  exists.  ''  For  the  payment  of  obligations  contracted  for  the 
'  purchase  of  stud  premises,"  they  are  always,  and  under  all  circum- 
stances, liable  to  forced  sale.  (Const.,  Art.  4,  Sec.  30.)  No 
homestead  exemption  exists  as  against  the  purchase  money.  Inde- 
pendently of  the  provision  of  the  Constitution,  which  is  deemed  con- 
clu^ve,  the  deed  and  mortgage  being  simultaneous  and  parts  of 
the  same  transaction,  the  homestead  right  is  subject  to  the  mort- 
gage. QLaanen  v.  Vance^  8  Oal.  271 ;  Carr  v.  CatdweU^  10  Gal. 
8'80 ;  McHendry  v.  BeOly  and  Wife,  13  Cal.  76.) 

By  the  Court,  Johnsok,  J. : 

On  the  twenty-fourth  of  April,  1866,  Hopper,  the  respondent 
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herein,  sold  to  Bichard  B.  Parkmson,  one  of  the  appellants  herein, 
a  lot  of  land  in  Carson  City  and  improvements  thereon,  including  a 
dwelling  house.  A  deed  of  conveyance  in  the  ordinary  form  was 
executed,  but  no  part  of  the  purchase  money  being  paid,  said  Park^ 
inson  made  his  promissory  note  for  the  amount  expressed  in  the 
deed  as  the  consideration  of  such  sale,  and  also  executed  a  mort- 
gage to  Hopper  on  the  property  so  conveyed,  to  secure  the  payment 
of  sud  note.  The  deed,  note,  and  mortgage  are  of  con*esponding 
date.  The  appellants  are  husband  and  wife,  and  in  such  relation 
were  living  in  said  Carson  City  at  the  date  of  these  transactions. 

After  maturity  of  the  note  and  its  nonpayment,  Hopper  brought 
suit  agamst  the  maker  thereof  to  recover  judgment  upon  the  note, 
and  for  a  decree  of  foreclosure  against  the  mortgaged  property. 
Thereupon,  the  wife,  Ellen  Mary  Parkinson,  appeared,  and  of  her 
own  motion  was  made  codefendant  in  the  action.  The  joint  answer 
of  these  defendants  admits  all  of  the  issuable  averments  contained 
in  the  complaint :  but  by  way  of  defense  to  the  foreclosure  proceed- 
ing, they  set  up  in  themselves  a  homestead  right  to  the  mortgaged 
premises,  and  ask  that  it  may  be  adjudged  good  as  agiunst  said 
mortgage.  The  answer  alleges  the  marital  relations  of  the  parties 
defending,  such  as  to  entitle  them  to  claim  the  benefit  of  our  home- 
stead laws :  '^  That  from,  on,  and  since  the  twenty-fourth  of  April, 
1865,  they,  with  their  family  of  children,  have  continuously  resided 
and  lived  upon  said  premises,  and  have  since  said  time  occupied 
taid  premises  as  a  homestead ;  and  that  they  do  now  claim,  hold, 
and  occupy  the  same  as  a  homestead,  and  that  on  the  ninth  of 
March,  1869,  Ellen  Mary  Parkinson,  one  of  siud  defendants,  made 
and  filed  in  the  proper  office,  in  due  conformity  with  law,  a  state- 
ment declaring  her  intention  to  hold  and  claim  said  premises  as  a 
^lomestead.''  The  value  of  the  property,  it  is  conceded,  does  not 
exceed  five  thousand  dollars. 

By  consent  the  issues  of  fact  were  tried  by  the  Court,  without  a 
jury,  and  thereupon  the  findings  were  in  accordance  with  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint,  fully  covering  the  averments  therein  stated, 
'^  that  the  note  and  mortgage  were  executed  simultaneously,  and  to 
secure  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  of  the  aforesaid  premises." 
The  Court  furthermore  found,  in  respect  to  the  new  matter  alleged 
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in  the  answer:  '^  That  from  and  since  the  said  twenty-fourth  of  April, 
1865,  the  defendant,  with  his  wife  and  family,  has  continuooslj 
resided  upon  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint,  and  occupied 
the  same  as  a  homestead."  Also  found  the  further  fact  that  the 
wife,  on  the  ninth  of  March,  1869,  made  the  declaration  as  pro- 
vided by  statute,  cliuming  the  mortgaged  premises  as  a  homestead 
for  the  use  of  herself  and  family.  Upon  these  findings,  judgment 
was  rendered  for  the  amount  of  the  note  and  accrued  interest ; 
also,  decreeing  the  sale  of  the  property  in  satisfaction  of  such  judg* 
ment.  From  the  decree  ordering  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty defendants  bring  this  appeal. 

The  argument  in  support  of  the  appeal  presents  the  following 
points :  ^^  Firsts  the  property  sought  to  be  subjected  to  the  payment 
of  this  debt  is  a  homestead ;  seeandj  a  mortgage  of  a  homestead 
not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars  in  value,  executed  by  the  hus- 
band alone,  is  absolutely  void  ;  thirdj  a  vendor's  lien  does  not  exist 
where  mortgage  security  is  taken  for  the  purchase  money." 

In  respect  to  a  vendor's  lien — taking  up  the  several  propositions 
in  the  most  convenient  order — ^it  is  sufficient  to  reply,  that  the 
question  is  not  involved  in  this  case.  The  action  is  not  for  the 
enforcement  of  a  ^^a  vendor's  lien,"  in  the  distinctive  sense  that 
term  is  used,  but  the  proceecUng  is  simply  in  the  form  authorized 
by  the  statute  where  a  debt  has  been  secured  by  mortgage  on  real 
property.  The  pleadings,  judgment,  and  decree,  properly  so  treat 
it.  So  the  argument  and  authorities  directed  to  this  point  have 
no  bearing  upon  the  case  in  hand. 

The  other  two  points,  and  the  argument  of  counsel  in  support  of 
them,  are  founded  miunly  on  the  ^eoiy  that  the  findings  of  &ct 
(for  beyond  such  finding,  in  respect  to  matters  of  fact,  we  cannot 
look,  seemg  that  in  no  way  has  the  evidence  been  brought  up^ 
show,  that  at  the  time  said  mortgage  was  executed — the  twenty- 
fourth  of  April,  1865 — ^the  appellants  had  acquired  a  homestead 
right  to  the  property  in  question.  To  this  it  is  replied  by  opposing 
counsel,  that,  at  best,  defendants  are  only  shown  to  have  a  home- 
stead, therem  commencing  on  the  twenty-fifth  of  April,  1865,  as 
the  language  used  in  the  finding  "from  and  since  the  twenty- 
fourth,"  excludes  the  twenty-faurthy  and  is  equivalent  to  fixing 
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upon  the  twenty-fifth^  the  day  after  the  mortgage  was  executed,  as 
the  earliest  period  any  such  right  existed,  and  consequently  it  can- 
not stand  in  the  way  of  the  antecedent  mortgage,  though  executed 
by  the  husband  alone.  Perhaps,  as  there  seems  to  be  some  conflict 
of  authority  upon  the  question,  it  is  one  not  free  of  doubt ;  and  as 
we  propose  to  determme  the  case  at  bar  upon  broader  grounds, 
embracing  the  entire  merits,  it  is  not  necessary  at  this  time  to 
express  an  opinion  upon  that  point. 

The  exemption  claimed  by  defendants  in  this  case  must  be  tested 
by  the  constitutional  and  statutory  provisions  pertsuning  to  home- 
steads. 

Section  thirty,  article  four  of  the  Constitution,  provides  that  ^'  a 
homestead,  as  provided  by  law,  shall  be  exempt  from  forced  sale 
under  any  process  of  law,  and  shall  not  be  alienated  without  the 
joint  consent  of  husband  and  wife  when  that  relation  exists ;  but  no 
property  shall  be  exempt  from  sale  for  taxes,  or  for  the  payment  of 
obligations  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  said  premises,  or  for  the 
erection  of  improvements  thereon."    •    «    * 

The  Act  approved  March  6th,  1865,  (Stats.  1864-5,  225,  Sec. 
1)  declares  that  ^^  a  homestead  consisting  of  a  quantity  of  land, 
together  with  the  dwelling  house  thereon  and  its  appurtenances,  not 
exceeding  in  value  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars,  to  be  selected 
by  the  husband  and  wife,  or  either  of  them,  or  other  head  of  a 
family,  shall  not  be  subjected  to  forced  sale  on  execution,  or  any 
final  process  from  any  Court."     *    ♦    * 

Section  two  (Stats.  1864-5,  226)  provides  that  ^'  a  mortgage 
or  alienation  to  secure  the  purchase  money,  or  pay  the  purchase 
money,  shall  be  valid  if  the  signature  of  the  wife  be  obtained  to  the 


same." 


Defendants'  counsel,  proceeding  upon  the  theory  that  immedi- 
ately upon  the  execution  of  the  deed  a  homestead  right  vested  in 
defendants,  insists  that  any  mortgage  is  void  as  against  such  right, 
unless  the  wife  joins  in  its  execution,  in  pursuance  of  section  two  of 
the  Act  above  quoted.  But  the  difficulty  lies  here.  The  premises 
are  wrong.  There  can  be  no  such  thing  as  a  homestead  right  as 
against  the  purchase  money,  unless  the  lien,  whether  created  by 
mortgage  or  existing  by  way  of  a  vendor's  lien,  has  been  relieved 
in  some  lawful  way. 
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In  this  case,  as  we  have  seen,  the  vendor  made  a  deed  without 
receiving  any  part  of  the  purchase  money,  but  cotemporaneouslj 
with  the  execution  of  such  deed  took  a  mortgage  from  his  vendee 
covering  this  identical  property  to  secure  this  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase money.  These  several  acts  were  but  parts  of  the  same  trans- 
action. The  husband  had  acquired  no  homestead  right  when  he 
made  the  mortgage  as  against  the  debt  thus  contracted,  nor  was  the 
condition  of  the  wife  different.  Perhaps  the  property  may  have 
become  impressed  with  the  character  of  a  homestead  in  respect  to 
other  debts,  yet  the  exemption  here  claimed  must  be  held  subordinate 
to  the  mortgage ;  for  no  homestead  claim  could  be  made  until  after 
the  purchase  was  fully  effected,  to  wit :  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money.  (McHendry  v.  MeiUy  and  Wifej  18  Cal.  76 ;  Peterson  v. 
Hamilower,  88  Gal.  275.) 

^^  And,  even  if  executed  subsequently  to  the  declaration  of  home- 
stead," as  aptly  expressed  by  Justice  Rhodes  in  the  case  last  cited, 
''  it  would  be  held  by  any  Court  in  which  it  might  be  foreclosed, 
upon  the  plainest  principles  of  equity,  to  have  priority  over  the 
homestead  clidm,  unless  the  Court  was  prepared  to  hold  that  the  ^ 
Act  was  a  legislative  device  to  enable  purchasers  to  swindle  ven- 
dors." The  circumstances,  as  well  as  the  constitutional  and  statu- 
tory provisions  reviewed  in  the  case  last  referred  to,  are  somewhat 
different  from  the  one  at  bar;  but,  nevertheless,  the  governing 
principles  are  the  same,  and  fully  warrants  a  like  conclu^on. 

It  follows,  therefore,  from  the  views  herein  expressed,  that  the 
decree  must  be  affirmed. 

It  is  so  ordered. 


JOSEPH  A.  TODMAN,  Rbspondent,  v.  H.   H.   PURDT, 

Appellant. 

PBttUMFTION  or  OWKBHSBIP  IN  HOLDKB    OF    PROIIISBORT    NOTK.      In   ft  fiuU  OH  & 

promlBsory  note  bj  the  payee,  his  posseBsion  thereof,  thoagh  it  may  bear  his 
indonement  to  another  person,  sufficiently  establishes  his  title  to  it  without 
further  proof— the  law  presuming  the  holder  to  be  the  owner. 
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FBMJxnaciAL  Ebsor  ohlt  Ayailablb  on  Apfsai..  Though  improper  evidenoe 
may  be  admitted  on  the  trial  of  a  case,  yet  if  ita  admission  could  in  no  wise 
injure  the  opposite  party,  he  has  no  cause  of  complaint  therefor — ^no  error, 
except  such  as  may  have  prejudiced  appellant's  case,  being  available  on  appeaL 

Pleading  and  Proof  or  Ownership  of  Promissoet  Notes.  In  a  suit  by  the 
payee  on  a  promissory  note,  which  appears  to  have  been  indorsed  by  him  to  a 
third  person,  the  plaintiff's  production  thereof  will  raise  the  presumption  that 
he  is  the  owner  without  Airther  proof;  but  if  it  should  become  necessary  to 
prove  a  transfer  back  to  himself  he  can  do  so  without  specially  pleading  it, 
any  proof  tending  to  establish  his  ownership,  whether  shown  by  oral  evidence 
or  indorsement  on  the  instrument,  being  admissible  to  sustain  the  all^ation  of 
his  being  the  owner  and  holder  thereof. 

Facts  not  requiring  Proof  require  no  Pleading.  No  fact  is  required  to  be 
pleaded  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  prove. 

Statute  of  Limftations — ^Arsence  from  State.  A  defendant,  to  avail  himself 
of  the  bar  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  must  have  been  within  the  State  for 
the  full  time  limited  by  the  statute  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued  against 
him. 

OoRSTRUcnoN  OP  SscnoN  Two  OF  Statute  op  Lixitations.  Section  twenty*<»e 
of  the  Staiote  of  Limitations  (SUts.  1867,  86)  has  entirely  overthrown  the  old 
rule  that  the  statute,  when  once  it  b^an  to  run,  continued  to  run,  notwith- 
standing absence  from  the  State. 

Appbal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Third  Judicial  District, 
Washoe  County. 

This  action  was  brought  on  two  promissory  notes  executed  on 
June  6th,  1864,  at  Silver  City,  for  five  hundred  doUars  each,  draw- 
ing three  per  cent,  per  month  interest,  and  payable,  one  in  six 
months,  and  the  other  in  eight  months.  The  plaintiif  had  judg- 
ment in  the  Court  below,  on  June  24th,  1869,  for  the  sum  of  two 
thousand  seven  hundred  and  eighty-five  dollars,  certun  small  o& 
sets  having  been  allowed. 

jB.  H.  Taylor f  for  Appellant. 

I.  The  Court  erred  in  overruling  the  objection  to  the  question : 
'*  What  disposition  did  you  then  make  of  these  notes  ?  "  because 
no  e^dence  of  transfer  from  and  to  plaintiff  was  admissible,  inas- 
much as  the  plaintiff  declares  upon  the  notes  as  the  origmal  holder 
thereof,  and  not  as  assignee  of  tiiem.     (Chitty  on  Bills,  571.) 

n.  The  decision  is  against  law,  because  the  findings  of  fact  in 
relation  to  the  return  of  defendant  to  this  State  show  that  his  pres- 


240  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  [Oct., 

Todman  v.  Pardy. 


ence  here  put  the  Statute  of  limitatioDS  in  motion,  and  that  the 
action  was  barred  bj  said  statute.  (Stats.  1867,  86,  Sec.  7 ; 
Angell  on  Limitations,  Sec.  206.) 

Thomas  U.  Haydon^  for  Respondent. 

I.  To  the  first  point  of  appellant,  respondent  cites  2  Greenl.  Ev. 
163,  Sec.  166,  and  note  8  thereunder. 

II.  To  the  second  point  of  appellant,  respondent  cites  8  Ab- 
bott's N.  Y.  Digest,  724-6,  Sees.  130-1, 184,  144-6,  and  146, 
and  cases  there  cited,  and  particularly  Denny  v.  Smithy  (18  N.  T. 
570)  and  Ford  y.  Babcoekj  (2  Sandford,  526). 

By  the  Court,  Lbwis,  0.  J. : 

Upon  the  trial  of  this  case  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  in  the 
month  of  May,  a.d.  1866,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  ori^al  payee 
of  the  notes  sued  on,  had  indorsed  and  transferred  them  to  one  H. 
P.  Sheldon,  whereupon  his  counsel  offered  evidence  to  show  that  he 
became  the.  owner  of  them  by  a  subsequent  transfer  to  him  by  Shel- 
don. This  was  objected  to  by  counsel  for  defendant,  upon  the 
ground  that  plaintiff,  not  having  pleaded  the  indorsement  from 
Sheldon  to  himself,  evidence  tending  to  establish  that  fiftct  was 
inadmissible.  The  Court  below  overruled  the  objection  and  ad- 
mitted the  evidence.  Of  this  rulmg  the  defendant  complains,  and 
assigns  it  as  error  in  this  Court.  That  such  evidence  was  en- 
tirely unnecessary  is  very  certain,  for  the  production  of  the  notes  by 
the  plaintiff  sufficiently  established  his  title  to  them  without  further 
proof,  the  law  presuming  the  holder  of  a  negotiable  note  to  be  the 
owner.  When,  therefore,  the  payee  sues  upon  it  he  is  allowed  to 
recover,  notwithstanding  it  appears  to  have  been  indorsed  by  him 
to  a  third  person,  without  further  proof  upon  his  part  as  to  his 
ownership  than  the  production  of  the  instrument.  In  Dugan  v. 
The  United  States^  the  rule  is  thus  stated  by  the  Supreme  Court : 
"  But  if  this  agency  in  the  Messrs.  Willinks  and  Van  Staphorst 
were  not  established,  the  opinion  of  the  Court  would  be  the  same. 
After  an  examination  of  the  cases  on  this  subject,  (which  cannot 
all  of  them  be  reconciled)  the  Court  is  of  the  opinion,  that  if  any 
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person  who  indorses  a  bill  of  exchange  to  another,  whether  for 
value,  or  for  the  purpose  of  collection,  shall  come  to  the  possession 
thereof  again,  he  shall  be  regarded,  unless  the  contrary  appear  in 
eyidence,  as  the  bona  fide  holder  and  proprietor  of  such  bill,  and 
shall  be  entitled  to  recover,  notwithstanding  there  may  be  on  it  one 
or  more  indorsements  in  full,  subsequent  to  the  one  to  him,  without 
producing  any  receipt  or  indorsement  back  from  either  of  such 
indorsees,  whose  names  he  may  strike  from  the  bill  or  not,  as  he  may 
think  proper."  (8  Wheat.  178.)  Lonsdale  v.  Brown^  (3  Wash. 
G.  G.  R.  404)  was  an  action  against  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change in  favor  of  the  payee.  ^^  The  bill  was  indorsed  in  full  by 
the  plaintiff  to  O'Neil,  and  by  O'Neil  to  one  Ghancellor.  The 
plaintiff  offered  the  deposition  of  O'Neil  to  prove  that  no  consider- 
ation passed  from  G.,  but  that  the  bill  was  indorsed  to  him  as  agent 
merely,  to  receive  the  amount  on  account  of  the  indorser.  This 
evidence  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  it  was  calculated 
to  discredit  negotiable  paper,  on  which  the  witness  had  placed 
his  name ;  but  Judge  Washington,  in  deciding  the  question,  said : 
'  There  is  no  weight  in  this  objection ;  the  bill  having  got  into  the 
hands  of  the  payee  it  \a  prima  facie  evidence  that  he  has  paid  the 
amount  of  it  to  those  who  had  a  right  to  call  upon  him,  although  it 
is  not  indorsed  to  him  by  O'Neil  or  Ghancellor.'  In  this  suit, 
therefore,  O'Neil  has  no  interest;  nor  can  it  be  said*  that  his 
evidence  has  a  tendency  to  discredit  the  bill." 

In  the  case, of  Mottram  v.  MUh,  (1  Sandford,  87)  it  was  held, 
upon  full  examination  of  the  authorities  that  a  plaintiff's  full  in- 
dorsement of  a  bill  to  a  subsequent  indorsee  remaining  thereon 
uncanceled  at  the  trial  was  no  objection  to  his 'recovery  on  it 
against  a  prior  party,  if  he  produced  the  bill  as  holder,  and  that  no 
transfer  or  receipt  from  the  subsequent  indorsee  need  be  proved  to 
entitle  him  to  recover. 

From  these  decisions,  it  is  apparent  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  was 
not  required  to  go  farther  in  the  proof  of  his  ownership  of  the  note 
than  to  produce  it  at  the  trial.  This  he  did,  and  consequentiy 
established  his  ownership  and  right  to  sue  upon  it.  Any  further 
evidence  on  that  point  was  therefore  unnecessary.  The  plaintiff's 
case  being  made  out  without  his  own  testimony  of  the  reindorsement 
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to  himself,  the  evidence  waa  simply  camulative,  and  its  admisrion 
could  in  no  wise  prejudice  the  defendant — hence,  he  has  no  ground 
of  complaint  in  this  respect ;  no  error  except  such  as  maj  have 
prejudiced  the  appeUant's  case  being  available  on  appeal. 

But  if  it  were  rendered  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  produce 
proof  in  support  of  his  title,  his  pleading  was  undoubtedly  sufficient 
to  admit  of  it  The  material  and  issuable  fact  is  the  ownership ;  the 
indorsement  is  simply  one  means  by  which  it  may  be  proven,  when  it 
is  necessary  to  do  so.  In  this  case,  the  plaintiff's  pleading  contains 
the  allegation  that  he  is  the  owner  and  holder  of  the  note.  Under 
that  averment  any  proof  tending  to  establish  the  ownership  was 
admissible,  whether  it  were  orally  or  by  indorsements  on  the  instru* 
ment.  It  also  follows  from  the  rule  lidd  down  in  the  foregomg 
authorities,  that  it  is  unnecessary  in  a  case  of  this  kind  for  the 
holder  to  plead  the  reindorsement  to  himself;  because,  if  it  be  un- 
necessary to  prove  it,  it  is  equally  unnecessary  to  allege  the  fitct  in 
the  pleading — ^no  fact  ever  being  required  to  be  pleaded  which  is 
unnecessary  to  be  proven. 

The  second  error  assigned  is,  that  the  notes  in  suit  were  barred 
by  the  Statute  of  limitations,  and,  therefore,  that  the  Coui t  below 
erred  in  not  so  holding ;  that  being  one  of  the  defenses  relied  on 
in  the  answer.  The  facts  upon  which  this  assignment  is  based  are 
these :  At  the  time  the  notes  matured  the  defendant  was  not  within 
this  State,  but  shortiy  after  came  here  at  several  different  times, 
remaining  a  few  days  each  time,  and  again  returning  to  California 
where  he  resided.  These  visits  were  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  it 
is  found  as  a  fact  that  the  aggregate  of  the  time  thus  spent  in  the 
State  by  the  defendant,  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued  against 
him,  was  not  over  a  month,  but  that  more  than  four  years  had  elapsed 
between  such  visits  and  the  bringing  of  this  action.  Upon  these 
facts  it  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  defendant  that  the  statute  began 
to  run  when  the  defendant  first  openly  visited  this  State,  and  con- 
tinued to  run  notwithstanding  he  again  immediately  returned  to 
California,  and  has  ever  since  remained  there.  But  we  are  clearly 
of  opbion  that  the  law  admits  of  no  such  construction.  To  make  it 
a  bar,  the  defendant  must  have  been  within  the  State  for  the  full 
time  hmited  by  the  statute  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued  against 
him. 
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That  the  statute  when  once  it  began  to  ran  would  continue  to 
run  until  it  constituted  a  bar,  and  hence,  if  it  were  put  in  motion 
by  the  return  to  the  State  of  the  person  against  whom  a  cause  of 
action  existed,  it  would  continue  to  run  notwithstanding  he  might 
again  immediately  depart  and  remain  away  during  the  entire  period 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  was  perhaps  tiie  old  rule ;  but  section 
twenty-one  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  of  this  State,  as  amended 
in  1867,  declaring:  ^^If  when  the  cause  of  action  shall  accrue 
against  a  person  he  be  out  of  the  State,  the  action  may  be  com- 
menced within  the  time  herein  limited  after  his  return  to  the  State ;» 
and  if  after  the  cause  of  action  shall  have  accrued  he  depart  the 
State,  the  time  of  his  absence  shall  not  be  part  of  the  time  pre- 
scribed for  the  commencement  of  the  action,"  has  entirely  over- 
tiirown  any  such  rule,  and  now  the  time  which  the  .person  against 
whom  a  cause  of  action  has  accrued  is  out  of  the  State  consti- 
tutes no  part  of  the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute  within  which 
an  action  must  be  commenced.  It  is  true,  that  if  the  defendant  be 
absent  from  the  State  when  the  cause  of  action  accrues,  his  subse- 
quent return  puts  the  statute  in  motion ;  but  if  he  departs  again 
before  the  statute  becomes  a  bar,  such  departure  and  absence  sus- 
pends its  running  until  he  again  returns  to  the  State.  It  was  for- 
merly held  in  New  York,  upon  a  statute  similar  to  ours,  that  the 
second  clause  of  this  section  had  no  application  to  the  cases  covered 
by  the  first  clause ;  that  is,  if  the  person  were  out  of  the  State  at 
the  time  a  cause  of  action  accrued  against  him,  his  return  put  the 
statute  in  motion,  and  that  the  provision  of  the  latter  clause  would 
not  apply  to  any  subsequent  departure  from  the  State.  Such  a 
construction  is  manifestly  opposed  to  the  purpose  sought  to  be 
effected  by  the  Legislature,  and  not  warranted  by  the  language  of 
the  section.  We  see  no  reason  why  the  second  clause  does  not  as 
clearly  include  a  person  who  was  out  of  the  State  when  the  cause 
of  action  accrued,  but  subsequently  returned  and  again  leaves 
before  the  statute  becomes  a  bar,  as  a  person  who  was  within  the 
State  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action  arose  and  then  departed.  A 
person  leaving  the  State  after  a  cause  of  action  has  accrued  against 
Um,  although  he  may  have  been  out  of  the  State  at  the  time  it 
arose,  certoinly  comes  within  the  meanbg  of  the  language  of  the 
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second  clause,  for  he  departs  the  State  after  the  cause  of  action 
accrued  against  him.  And  so  the  time  of  his  absence  from  the 
State  should  not  be  computed  in  the  time  limited  by  the  statute  for 
bringing  the  action.  This  construction  is  also  in  harmony  with  what 
is  now  generally  conceded  to  be  the  object  sought  to  be  accomplished 
by  the  adoption  of  this  and  similar  sections  ;  i,  e.,  to  suspend  the 
running  of  the  statute  when  the  person  agunst  whom  the  right  of 
action  exists  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  where  it  is 
to  be  brought.  So  it  is  also  fully  sust^ned  by  the  later  decisions 
in  New  York,  the  earlier  cases  adopting  a  different  interpretation 
being  repudiated  as  incorrect.  (See  Oole  v.  Je89upj  10  New  York, 
96 ;  Burroughs  y.  Bloomer^  5  Denio,  582 ;  Ford  y.  Babcoek,  2 
Sandford,  518.) 

This  being  our  yiew  of  this  section  of  the  Act  of  limitations,  it 
follows  that  the  statute  had  not  run  in  this  case  when  the  action  was 
instituted,  for  it  is  found  that  the  defendant  was  within  the  State 
only  for  the  period  of  a  month  after  the  maturity  of  the  notes. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  was  correct,  and  must  be 
affirmed.     It  is  so  ordered. 

Johnson,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  the  foregomg  decision. 


"^  f^      JAMES  D.  MEAGHER,  Rbspondbnt,  v.  THE  COUNTY  OP 
^^,  STOREY,  Appellant. 

5    944  ' 


PowiBS  OF  CoMifiTTiNO  Haoistratis  JUDICIAL.  The  power  Bought  to  be  conferred 
upon  City  and  Town  Recorders,  by  section  thirty-eight  of  the  Act  concerning 
Courts  of  Justice,  (Stats.  1864-5,  116)  to  "exercise  the  duties  of  Committing 
Magistrates,"  etc.,  is  completely  Judicial  in  its  character. 

CoMBTiTUTioNAL  JuRiSDiciiOM  OF  MUNICIPAL  CouRTS.  Section  nine,  article  six, 
of  the  Constitution,  as  to  the  power  which  may  be  conferred  upon  Municipal 
Courts  is  restricted  by  section  one  of  the  same  article,  by  which  the  jurisdicUon 
of  such  Courts  cannot  be  extended  beyond  municipal  purposes. 

"  Municipal  Purposbs,"  what.  The  words  "  municipal  purposes  only,**  as  used  in 
section  one,  article  six,  of  the  Constitution,  restrict  the  jurisdiction  to  be  exer- 
cised by  Municipal  Courts  to  such  matters  as  relate  to  the  affairs  of  the  incor- 
porated cities  or  towns  where  alone  they  are  authorized  to  be  established. 
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GiTT  Recorders  cannot  bi  xadk  Committino  Maoi8trjltk8.  Section  thirty-eig^t 
of  the  Act  concerning  Conrts  of  Justice,  (Stats.  1864-0,  116)  in  so  far  as  it 
authorizes  City  and  Town  Recorders  "  to  possess  the  powers  and  exercise  the 
duties  of  Committing  Magistrates,"  etc.,  is  unconstitutional  and  void. 

OmoiAL  Sbrtigss  under  Uncohbtitutional  Statutes.  Where  an  officer  performed 
services  under  an  unconstitutional  Act :  Heidy  that  such  services  were  gratui- 
tous and  no  compensation  could  be  recovered  therefor,  on  the  principle  that  the 
right  to  the  salary  or  compensation  of  an  office  depends  upon  the  title  to  such 
office. 

Indirect  Trial  ot  Right  to  OmcE.  In  an  action  by  a  City  Recorder  for  fees 
for  services  performed  under  an  Act  claimed  to  be' void :  Seld,  that  the  consti- 
tutionality of  the  Act  could  be  inquired  into,  though  it  m^ht  be  indirectly  try- 
ing  plaintiff  *s  right  to  the  office. 

Constitutionalitt  ov  Statutes  Invoked  alwatb  Issuable.  The  constitutionality 
of  a  statute,  under  which  any  right  is  claimed  in  action,  may  always  be  inquir- 
ed into. 

Yaliditt  or  Acts  or  De  Facto  Officers.  Acts  performed  by  a  City  Recorder 
as  a  Committing  Magistrate,  though  the  statute  authorizing  him  to  so  act  is 
unconstitutional  and  void,  are  to  be  regarded  as  acts  o(  Ade  facto  officer,  and 
valid  as  to  third  persons  and  the  public. 

I>B  Facto  Officers  cannot  Recover  for  Services.  The  considerations  which  sup- 
port and  validate  the  acts  of  officers  de  /ado  do  not  go  so  far  as  to  authorize 
the  recovery  by  them  of  payment  for  services  performed  as  such. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  First  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

The  services  of  plaintiff,  for  which  this  suit  was  brought,  were 
performed  between  October  20th,  1866,  and  May  15th,  1867,  in- 
clusive. There  was  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  Court  below, 
which  at  the  time  was  presided  over  by  the  Judge  of  the  Third 
Judicial  District. 


^.  W.  Eillyerj  for  Appellant 

I.  The  Act  of  the  Legislature,  conferring  on  City  Recorders 
the  power  to  examine  and  commit,  in  cases  beyond  their  jurisdiction 
to  try,  is  unconstitutional.  Section  nine  of  article  six  of  Ibhe  Con- 
stitution ^ves  the  Legislature  the  power  to  fix  the  jurisdiction  of 
any  Municipal  Court  that  may  be  established  in  pursuance  of  section 
one ;  but  the  latter  section  is  unequivocal  that  Municipal  Coorti 
can  be  established  only  for  municipal  purposes.    In  putting  a  con- 
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stnictioii  on  the  two  sections,  every  part  of  the  Constitution  should 
be  regarded,  and  it  should  be  so  interpreted  as  to  give  effect  to 
every  part. 

It  is  taken  for  granted  that  the  word  ^^  municipal,"  in  section 
one,  is  used  in  its  restricted  sense,  as  relating  to  cities,  and  not  in 
that  broad  sense  by  which  it  may  be  made  to  include  all  State  laws, 
as  contradistinguished  from  international  law. 

Municipal  purposes  are  those  purposes  for  which  the  city  govern- 
ment of  a  city  is  organized — ^purposes  which  relate  to  the  commu- 
nity organized  into  a  city,  as  distinguished  from  those  which  relate 
to  the  whole  State. 

Would  it  be  contended  that  the  Legislature  could  confer  on  City 
Recorders  jurisdiction  concurrent  with  Justices  of  the  Peace,  in 
civil  cases  ?  Yet,  unless  the  jurisdiction  of  Recorders  is  confined 
to  purposes  strictly  and  only  municipal — to  the  trial  of  those  causes 
which  are  peculiar  to  a  city — this  might  be  done  as  properly  as  to 
give  them  jurisdiction  over  criminal  cases  arising  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  not  peculiarly  municipal,  but  affecting  the  community  of 
the  whole  State. 

n.  But  should  this  power  to  examine  and  commit  be  determined 
to  have  been  properly  conferred,  still  in  no  event  can  the  City 
Recorder  of  Virginia  charge  or  recover  from  the  County  of  Storey 
any  fees  for  services  as  Committing  Magistrate.  (Const.,  Art.  XVII, 
Sec.  21 ;  Stats.  1864-5, 116,  Sec.  87 ;  217,  Sec.  36 ;  218,  Sec.  40.) 

The  power  to  examine  and  commit  is  either  a  municipal  purpose, 
or  it  is  not ;  if  it  be,  the  plaintiff  under  the  law  cited  can  receive 
no  fees  for  its  exercise ;  if  it  is  not,  then  the  Legislature  could  not 
confer  it  upon  him. 

Mitchell  ^  Stone^  for  Respondent. 

I.  Without  discussing  the  constitutionality  of  tiie  statute,  under 
which  plaintiff  claims  to  recover,  we  submit  that  its  constitutionality 
cannot  arise  in  this  case  for  the  following  reasons : 

1st,  the  question  cannot  be  raised  collaterally ;  2d,  the  duties 
performed  and  services  rendered  were  done  and  performed  by  him 
as  an  officer  de  faetOy  (conceding  the  law  unconstitutional)  and 
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therefore  valid ;  8d,  the  acts  done  being  valid,  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  from  defendant;  and  it  having  received  the  benefit 
of  the  services,  cannot  now  plead  or  raise  the  question  of  constita- 
tional  authority. 

In  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  a  Committmg  Magistrate,  plainU 
iff  acted  as  such,  tinder  color  of  authority  by  express  legislative 
enactment,  and  his  acts  were  valid  as  a  Conunittbg  Magistrate  de 
fcusto.  The  acts  of  de  facto  officers  are  valid*  (People  v.  Sa$$<h 
vich,  29  Cal.  485 ;  MaUett  v.  Uncle  Sam  Co.,  1  Nev.  188.) 

Again :  In  this  case  appellant  contends  that  plamtiff  had  no 
right  to  exercise  the  functions  of  a  Committing  Magistrate,  because 
the  act  is  unconstitutional — thereby  attempting  in  a  collateral  man- 
ner to  determine  the  titie  to  that  office  during  the  period  alleged  in 
the  complaint.  Respondent  insists  that  the  services  having  been 
performed  under  authority  expressly  given  by  the  Legislature,  and 
tiie  county  having  received  the  benefit  of  those  services,  he  is 
entitled  to  recover,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below 
should  be  affirmed.  (People  v.  MarriSy  3  Denio,  382 ;  Tucker  v. 
Mayor,  etc.,  of  Virginia  City,  4:  Nev.  20.) 

II.  Appellant  next  says,  that  in  no  event  can  the  Recorder  of 
Virginia  charge  or  recover  from  the  County  of  Storey  any  fees  for 
services  as  Committing  Magistrate.  It  is  true  that  the  city  charter 
limits  the  salary  of  the  Recorder  to  a  certain  sum — that  is,  for  his 
services  as  Recorder :  but  if  the  Legislature  imposed  jurisdiction 
of  cases  of  violations  and  infringements  of  the  State  laws,  it  is 
clearly  beyond  the  power  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen  to  say  he 
shall  not  receive  compensation  for  such  services. 

JE.  W.  HUlyer,  for  Appellant,  in  reply. 

The  rule  that  the  acts  of  an  officer  de  facto,  when  they  concern 
the  public  or  a  third  person,  are  valid,  and  that  his  right  to  perform 
those  acts  cannot  be  inquired  into  in  a  collateral  proceedmg  to 
which  he  is  not  a  party,  cannot  be  invoked  in  this  case,  because 
the  respondent  is  a  party  to  this  suit,  and  in  his  complaint  has  ten- 
dered a  direct  issue  upon  his  right  to  act  as  Committing  Magistrate 
and  to  receive  pay  from  Storey  County  therefor.    To  say  that  the 
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defendant  cannot  question  the  truth  of  this  allegation  is  to  deny  it 
the  right  of  defense.  (^People  ex  rel.  Morton  v.  Tieman,  8  Ab- 
bott's P.  R.  859.) 

Again :  Respondent  seeks  to  avoid  the  statutes  prohibiting  the 
Citj  Recorder  from  receiving  these  fees,  by  claiming  that  the  serv- 
ices were  performed  not  as  Recorder  but  as  Committing  Magis- 
trate. This  position  is  untenable :  the  power  to  examine  and  com- 
mit is  conferred  generally  on  all  City  Recorders.  Does  the  increase 
of  jurisdiction  create  a  new  office  ? 

By  the  Court,  Lbwis,  C.  J. : 

Plaintiff,  who  was  the  only  qualified  and  acting  Recorder  for  the 
City  of  Yirmnia,  performed  certain  duties  as  a  Committing  Magis- 

*'  An  Act  concerning  the  Courts  of  Justice  of  this  State  and  Judic- 
ial Officers,"  (Stats.  1864-5, 116)  and  now  brings  this  action  to 
recover  the  sum  of  five  hundred  and  eighty  dollars,  claimed  to  be 
due  for  the  services  so  imposed  upon  and  performed  by  him.  The 
law  imposing  these  duties  fixes  no  compensation  for  their  perform- 
ance, but  the  same  fees  are  claimed  by  plaintiff  that  are  allowed  to 
Committing  Magistrates  for  the  like  services. 

Whilst  not  disputing  the  correctness  of  the  charges  thus  made, 
the  defendant  contends  that  the  law  authorizing  the  plaintiff  to  per^ 
form  the  services  is  unconstitutional  and  void,  and  consequentiy 
that  no  compensation  can  be  received. 

The  law  in  question,  after  conferring  jurisdiction  upon  Recorders 
to  hear  and  determine  certain  cases,  declares  in  section  thirty-eight, 
that :  ^'  The  Recorder  shall  possess  the  powers  and  exercise  the  duties 
of  Committing  Magistrate  in  the  criminal  cases  in  which  the  Courts 
held  by  them  have  no  jurisdiction,' by  this  Act ;  and  as  such  Magis- 
trates, they  may  examine,  commit,  or  discharge  all  persons  brought 
before  them,  as  the  justice  and  law  of  the  case  may  require."  The 
services  for  which  judgment  \b  here  sought  were  performed  under 
this  section.  There  can  be  no  question  that  the  power  thus  con- 
ferred upon  the  Recorder  is  as  much  and  completely  judicial  in  its 
eharacter  as  the  fuU  hearing  and  determination  of  any  cause  of 
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action  pos^bly  could  be.  Nor  is  this  proposition  denied  or  ques- 
tioned by  counsel  for  respondent.  We  may  therefore  proceed  at 
once  to  the  inquiry  whether  the  Legislature  possessed  the  authority 
to  confer  upon  Recorders  the  right  to  perform  these  duties;  or 
rather,  to  clothe  them  with  the  general  judicial  functions  of  Com- 
mitting Magistrates.  The  Constitution  (Art.  YI,  Sec.  1)  confides 
all  the  judicial  power  of  the  State  to  ^^  a  Supreme  Court,  District 
Courts,  and  Justices  of  the  Peace."  And  the  same  section  pro- 
vides further  that :  *^  The  Legislature  may  also  establish  Courts  for 
municipal  purpotes  only^  in  incorporated  cities  and  towns  ;'*  and 
section  nine  of  the  same  article  declares  that :  ^^  Provision  shall  be 
made  by  law  prescribing  the  powers,  duties,  and  responsibilities  of 
any  Municipal  Court  that  may  be  established  in  pursuance  of  sec- 
tion one  of  this  article ;  and  also  fixing  by  law  the  jurisdiction  of 
said  Courts  so  as  not  to  conflict  with  that  of  the  several  Courts  of 
Record."  The  provisions  of  the  last  section  are  undoubtedly  re- 
stricted by  those  of  section  one,  and  both  being  considered  together, 
as  they  must  be,  it  is  evident  that  the  last  section  only  authorizes 
the  Legislature  to  regulate  the  jurisdiction  of  Recorders  within  the 
limits  prescribed  in  section  one,  without  empowering  it  to  extend 
such  jurisdiction  beyond  the  scope  of  municipal  purposes. 

These  are  the  only  sections  of  the  Constitution  bearing  upon  this 
question,  and  it  will  be  observed  that  whilst  the  Legislature  is 
authorized  by  the  first  section  to  establish  Courts  other  than  those 
established  by  the  Constitution  itself,  still  the  jurisdiction  to  be  con- 
ferred upon  them  is  emphatically  limited  to  municipal  affiurs.  ^^  For 
municipal  purposes  only"  clearly  restricts  the  jurisdiction  to  be 
exercised  by  them,  when  created,  to  such  matters  as  relate  to  the 
afisdrs  of  the  incorporated  cities  or  towns  where  alone  they  are 
authorized  to  be  established. 

Municipal  purposes  as  here  used  can  have  no  other  signification. 
But  section  thirty-eight  of  the  law  referred  to  unmistakably  gives 
to  the  several  Recorders  of  the  State  all  the  authority  of  a  Com- 
mitting Magistrate ;  the  jurisdiction  and  right  to  examine  and  hold 
to  answer  all  offenders  upon  charges  for  the  violation  of  the  general 
criminal  laws  of  the  State — a  jurisdiction  entirely  beyond  that  which 
the  Constitution  authorizes  tiie  Legislature  to  confer  upon  them. 

17 
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To  examine  and  commit  for  offenses  committed  against  the  crimi- 
nal laws  of  the  State ;  that  is,  to  discharge  the  general  fonctionB  of 
a  Committing  Magistrate— <»innot  possibly  be  held  to  be  the  exer- 
cise of  jarisdiction  for  municipal  purposes.  So  the  law  imposing 
upon  or  authorizing  the  plaintiff  to  perform  such  duties  is  in  conflict 
with  the  constitutional  restnunt  imposed  by  section  one  abore  re- 
ferred to. 

Such  bemg  the  case,  it  foUows  that  he  can  deriye  no  advantage 
from^  such  law,  for  an  unconstitutional  law  is  no  law  at  all.  It  is, 
80  far  as  he  is  concerned,  as  if  it  had  never  been  adopted  by  the 
Legislature. 

The  plaintiff  then  had  no  legal  authority  to  perform  the  services 
for  which  this  action  is  brought,  and  without  it,  his  services  must 
be  helcl  to  be  simply  gratuitous,  for  which  no  compensation  can  be 
recovered ;  for  the  right  to  the  salary  or  compensation  of  an  office 
depends  upon  the  tide  to  such  office,  and  cannot  be  recovered  by 
one  who  is  simply  an  officer  de  facto,  (Stratton  v.  OuUaUj  28 
Cal.  44.) 

That  the  constitutionality  of  the  Act  under  which  the  services 
were  performed  cannot  be  mquired  into  in  a  proceeding  of  this  kind, 
because  indirectiy  trying  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  office  held  by 
him,  is  a  proposition  utterly  untenable.  He  is  a  party  to  thb  pro- 
ceeding, claiming  the  right  to  recover  fees  for  services  rendered 
under  a  certain  law,  which  he  invokes  as  the  authority  under  which 
they  were  performed.  If  there  were  no  such  law,  unquestionably 
the  defendant  could  rely  upon  that  fact  as  a  defense.  Such  is  vir- 
tually the  defense  now  relied  on ;  for  although  it  is  admitted  the 
Le^lature  passed  an  Act  authorizing  the  performance  of  the  serv- 
ices, still  it  is  shown  that  such  Act  is  null  and  void,  which  is  tan- 
tamount to  the  entire  absence  of  law  or  action  on  the  part  of  the 
Legislature.  A  law  which  b  in  conffict  with  the  fundamental  law 
of  the  State  is  noJaw,  and  therefore  that  it  is  so  in  conflict  is  as 
available  in  defense  as  that  no  law  whatever  had  been  adopted. 
The  nullity  of  the  law  is  a  complete  defense  to  the  recovery  of  the 
fees,  and  the  only  manner  in  which  it  can  be  interposed  is  that  as- 
sumed in  this  case.  To  hold  that  the  constitutionality  of  the  Act 
cannot  be  inquired  into  would  be  to  deny  the  right  d  defense  to 
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the  action.  The  constitationality  of  an  Act  onder  which  any  right 
18  claimed  in  an  action  may  always  be  inquired  into,  and  we  see  no 
good  reason  why  it  should  not  be  done  in  this  case,  when  the  un- 
constitutionality of  the  law  is  a  perfect  defense  to  the  plaintiff's  right 
of  recovery. 

Counsel  is  doubtless  correct  m  the  position  that  the  pluntiff  b  an 
officer  de  facto  J  and  that  as  such  his  acts  are  valid.  They  are 
valid,  however,  only  as  to  third  persons  and  the  public.  This  is  a 
rule  founded  upon  considerations  of  public  interest.  (MaUett  v. 
Uncle  Sam  3.  M.  Co.^  1  Nev.  188.)  But  the  public  interest  does 
not  require  that  the  officer  acting  without  authority  should  reap 
benefit  from  his  position.  The  considerations  which  support  and 
validate  the  acts  of  an  officer  de  facto  do  not  go  so  far  as  to 
require  the  payment  of  fees  to  such  officer  for  services  so  per- 
formed. No  Court  has  ever  gone  farther  in  this  direction  than  to 
hold  that  acts  performed  by  public  officers  are  valid  as  to  the  pub- 
lic ;  they  have  not  held  that  they  themselves  may  in  a  direct  pro- 
ceeding of  this  kmd  recover  any  benefits  from  them. 

The  People  v.  MorrUj  (8  Denio,  882)  referred  to  is  not  a  parallel 
case,  for  the  Legislature  made  provision  for  the  payment  of  Lynch 
after  the  unauthorized  services  were  performed,  which,  the  Court 
held,  it  had  the  right  to  do.  Hence,  the  question  of  the  legality  or 
illegality  of  Lynch's  services  could  not  regularly  be  raised  in  that 
case.  His  payment  was  provided  for,  notwithstanding  the  services 
were  unauthorized  when  performed.  Such  is  not  the  case  here. 
The  plaintiff  is  suing  to  recover  the  services  rendered  under  a  void 
law,  with  no  subsequent  Act  of  the  Legislature  authorizing  his  pay- 
ment for  services  so  rendered ;  and  thus  he  is  left  with  nothing  but 
an  unconstitutional  law  upon  which  to  rest  his  dum  for  the  money 
sought  to  be  recovered. 

The  judgment,  which  was  in  his  favor,  must  be  reversed ;  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

WHiTBfAN,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  the  foregoing  decision. 
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THE  IMPERIAL  SILVER  MINING  COMPANY  et  al,  Rb- 
6P0NDBNT,  V.  CUTLER  B.  BARSTOW,  Appellant. 

No  Appeal  on  Findings  ixcept  bt  Statement.  Findings  are  no  portion  of  ihe 
jndgment  roll,  nor  is  there  any  statutory  proTinon  for  their  introdnotion  into 
the  transcript  on  appeal  under  a  ClerlL*a  oertifloate ;  they  mnst  therefore  be 
brought  up,  if  at  all,  by  means  of  a  statement ;  and  if  not  so  brought  up  they 
cannot  be  considered. 

Richards  v.  Howard,  (2  Ner.  128)  and  Gorbbtt  v.  Job  et  o^,  (ante,  201)  on  the 
point  that  findings  will  not  be  considered  on  appeal  unless  embodied  in  a  state- 
ment, approved. 

Adherence  to  Law  on  Points  op  PRAcncE.  Though  a  source  of  regret  to  a 
Court  to  decide  a  point  of  practice  so  as  to  atfect  substantial  rights,  such  point 
when  presented  must  be  met,  and  the  only  safe  and  proper  rule  is  to  adhere  to 
the  law. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  first  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  by  the  Imperial  Silver  Mining 
Company  and  the  Empire  Mill  and  Mining  Company,  to  recover 
possession  of  Lot  10,  Block  1,  Range  0,  in  the  town  of  Gold  Hill, 
Storey  County.  The  findings  and  judgment  were  for  plaintiffii. 
There  was  a  motion  by  defendant  for  judgment  on  the  findings, 
which  was  denied ;  and  the  appeal  purports  to  be  fipom  the  order  as 
well  as  from  the  judgment. 

Menry  K.  HUeheUj  for  Respondents. 

I.  The  Court  can  only  review  on  this  appeal  the  judgment  roll, 
for  the  reason  that  no  motion  for  new  trial  was  made ;  nor  any  state- 
ment on  motion  for  new  trial ;  nor  any  statement  on  appeal ;  nor 
any  bill  of  exceptions. 

.  The  findings  constitute  no  part  of  the  judgment  roll,  and  there- 
fore cannot  be  considered  by  the  Appellate  Court.  ( CorbeU  v. 
Jobetal.,  anUy  201 ;  27  Cal.  408 ;  80  Cal.  280.) 

Menek  ^  Seeb/y  for  Appellant. 

No  statement  was  necessary  for  an  authentication  of  the  find- 
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mgs.  When  signed  and  filed  thej  became  part  of  the  record. 
The  only  object  of  a  statement  is  to  make  that  record  winch  was 
not  so.  It  never  has  been  considered  necessary  to  embody  matter 
of  record  in  a  bill  of  exceptions.  (JoAfuan  v.  Sqndveda^  5  Cal. 
150.)  And  in  Reynolds  r.  HarrU,  (8  Gal.  617)  it  was  held 
under  a  statute  precisely  like  that  which  controlled  our  practice  in 
this  case,  that  the  findings  by  being  signed  by  the  Judge  and  filed 
with  the  Clerk  become  matter  of  record  without  any  statement,  and 
just  as  much  so  as  any  statement  could  by  being  signed  by  the 
Judge  and  filed  with  the  Clerk,  and  that  a  copy  of  the  findings  so 
signed  and  filed  was  as  sufficiently  and  well  authenticated  before 
the  Court  on  appeal  by  the  certificate  of  the  Clerk  as  a  statement 
could  be. 

The  decisions  of  the  Courts  of  California,  upon  the  proper  con- 
struction of  their  Practice  Act  which  we  adopted  bodily,  are 
peculiarly  entitied  to  recognition  in  this  Court.  Until  the  recent 
decision  of  this  Court  in  Corbett  y.  Jobj  the  profession  believed, 
and  had  a  right  to  believe,  that  the  correct  practice  was  indicated 
in  Reynolds  v.  Harris.  It  is  but  fair  to  conclude  that  when  the 
law  of  California  upon  this  subject  was  adopted  here  it  was  with 
the  understanding  of  its  meaning  as  declared  in  the  California 
Courts.  A  departure  from  the  rule  so  laid  down  must  operate  as 
a  grievous  surprise  to  litigants  and  lawyers. 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

In  this  case  objection  is  made  by  respondents  to  the  consideration 
by  thb  Court  of  the  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  of  the 
District  Court.  Unless  they  can  be  considered,  nothing  remains 
save  the  judgment  roll  and  order  made  subsequent  to  judgment.  It 
becomes  then  vital  to  decide  whether  the  findings  are  presented  in 
such  manner  that  they,  can  be  noticed. 

It  was  decided  in  Corbett  v.  Job  ei  ah,  (antSj  201)  upon  this 
precise  point  that  findings  similarly  brought  up  had  no  proper  place 
in  the  transcript.  This  opinion  was  based  upon  the  statute  and 
the  case  of  Richards  et  aL  v.  Howard^  (2  Nev.  128)  and  was  not 
pronounced  without  reference  to  the  case  of  Reynolds  v.  Harris, 
(8  Cal.  617). 
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While  tho  general  proposition  as  stated  by  appellant's  counsel,  as 
to  the  construction  of  statutes  adopted  in  the  light  of  previous  judic- 
ial interpretation,  is  fully  admitted ;  and  while  it  is  also  the  fact 
that  the  statute  of  California  at  the  date  of  Reynolds  v.  Harru 
was  like  that  goyeming  the  present  case ;  still  the  rule  invoked  is 
not  applicable,  mainly  because  in  that  case  no  attempt  is  made  to 
construe  the  statute,  but  its  force  and  meaning  being  substantially 
admitted,  a  step  outside  is  taken,  and  the  opinion  is  wholly  based 
upon  the  premise  that  whatever  is  matter  of  record  in  a  lower  Court, 
is  therefore  matter  for  review  in  an  appellate  tribunal. 

This  does  not  follow.  Many  things  may  be  so  matter  of  record, 
and  yet  entirely  unnecessary  or  improper  under  the  circumstances 
of  a  given  case,  for  the  purpose  of  review ;  and  however  necessary 
or  proper,  can  be  reviewed  only  as  prescribed  by  the  Legislature ; 
80  that  no  vested  or  constitutional  right  of  litigants  is  thereby 
impured. 

Th^  statute  has  plunly  and  explicitly  declared  what  an  appellant 
shall  furnish  this  Court  to  entitle  him  to  a  hearing ;  such  must  be 
before  the  Court.  An  appellant  is  by  no  means  precluded  from 
bringing  up  other  matter ;  but  the  mode  of  so  doing  is  properly 
subject  to  statutory  regulation.  Whatever  does  not  come  up  in  the 
judgment  roll,  or  under  Clerk's  certificate  as  by  statute  provided, 
must  come  embodied  in  a  statement. 

findings  are  no  portion  of  the  judgment  roll.  There  is  no  pro* 
vifflon  for  their  introduction  into  the  transcript,  which  is  the  record 
for  the  consideration  of  this  Court,  under  special  certificate ;  there- 
fore they  must  appear,  if  at  all,  by  means  of  a  statement.  The 
case  of  ReynoldB  v.  Harris  is  not  construction,  but  legislation. 
In  1862  a  statute  was  passed  in  California  making  findings  part  of 
the  judgment  roll ;  perhaps  it  would  be  well  were  there  a  umilar 
statute  in  this  State,  but  none  such  exists. 

While  it  must  always  be  a  source  of  regret  to  a  Court  to  decide 
a  point  of  practice  in  such  manner  as  perchance  to  affect  substan- 
tial rights ;  and  while  this  Court  will  not  on  its  own  motion  search 
such  questions,  still  when  presented  they  must  be  met ;  and  in 
cases  devoid  of  ambiguity  and  presenting  no  room  for  judicial  inter- 
pretation, like  the  present,  the  only  safe  and  proper  rule  which  any 
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Court  can  follow,  is  to  adhere  to  the  statate.  Such  coarse,  though 
productive  of  present  inconvenience,  must  result  in  ultimate  good. 
There  being  then  no  findings  for  review,  this  case  must  be  decided 
upon  the  judgment  roll  and  order  referred  to.  In  these  no  error 
appears,  wherefore  they  must  be  affirmed.    It  is  so  ordered. 


ROBERT  B.  ELLIS,  Appellant,  v.  THE   CENTRAL  PA- 
CIFIC  RAILROAD   COMPANY    OP    CALIFORNIA, 

# 

Rbspondbnt. 

Ramkih  v.  New  E»oxjLin>  and  Nkyada  Co.,  (4  Ker.  1%)  and  Yellow  Jacket 
SiLTSR  Mining  Co.  v.  Stetbnbon,  {anie^  224)  aa  to  the  rale  touching  the  liabiU- 
tiea  of  corporations  upon  contracts,  approved. 

Statement  foe  New  Teial — SPECiriCATioN  ot  Erbob.  In  a  statement  on  motion 
for  new  trial,  which  contains  the  charge  of  the  Judge  as  an  entirety,  a  speci- 
fication of  error,  "  that  the  Court  erred  in  giving  to  the  jury  the  instructioiis 
as  set  forth  in  this  statement,"  is  sufficient 

Appbal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Third  Judicial  District, 
Washoe  County. 

The  plainiiflr  sued  as  a  physician  and  surgeon  for  four  hundred 
and  seventy  dollars,  for  professional  services  rendered  to  defendant, 
in  attending  on  R.  G.  Cheshire  and  F.  H.  Pedrick,  who  had  been 
wounded  by  a  collision  on  the  railroad  near  the  town  of  Verdi,  on 
September  11th,  1868.  He  recovered  judgment,  and  the  defend- 
ant then  made  a  motion  for  new  trial,  which  was  granted. 

The  nature  of  the  objectionable  charge  referred  to  in  the  opinion  is 
thus  stated  m  the  opinion  of  Judge  Harris,  of  the  Court  below,  in 
granting  the  new  trial :  ^^The  Court  seems,  to  some  extent,  to  have 
based  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  upon  the  proposition  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  jury  were  first  to  find  from  the  evidence  wl|ether 
the  plaintiff,  in  good  futh,  charged  the  value  of  his  professional 
services  agamst  the  defendant;  and  if  so,  that  the  jury  were  then 
to  determine  whether  from  the  acts,  requests,  or  statements  of  the 
agents  of  the  defendant,  a  reasonable  and  prudent  person  would 
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deem  himself  authorized  by  the  defendant  to  render  professional 
services  at  its  charge;  and  whether,  under  the  disclosures  of  the 
evidence,  the  acts,  requests,  and  statements  of  the  agents,  were  of 
such  nature  only  as  to  the  mind  of  a  reasonable  and  prudent  per- 
son, in  the  position  of  the  plaintiff,  would  appear  entirely  consistent 
with  personal  charity  upon  their  part,  and  in  their  nature  placing 
him  upon  his  guard  and  inquiry  as  to  the  liability  of  the  defendant. 
"Now,  while  it  is  conceived  that,  as  a  separate  question  of  fact, 
the  above  propositions  may  properly  enough  have  been  submitted 
to  the  jury,  still,  in  the  absence  of  any  explanatory  instruction,  it 
would  seem  that  under  the  charge  as  given,  the  jury  might  readily 
have  been  induced  to  consider  that  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  could  be  properly  made  to  hinge  upon  what  would  have 
been  the  course  taken  by  a  reasonable  and  prudent  person  in  the 
plaintiff's  position — and  this,  reffardless  entirely  of  the  strict  rules 
of  the  law  of  contracts.  I  hardly  think  that  the  question  of  con- 
tract or  no  contract  can  be  safely  left  for  determination  to  such  a 
criterion — Whence,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  charge  embodies  error  in 
this  particular.'' 

Thamoi  E.  Haydan^  for  Appellant. 

J.  B.  Mar$haUj  for  Respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J.  : 

This  appeal  is  from  an  order  of  the  District  Court  of  the  Third 
Judicial  District,  granting  respondent,  defendant  in  the  Court 
below,  a  new  trial.  The  ground  upon  which  die  order  is  based,  is 
error  in  the  instructions  given  by  tiie  Ceurt,  on  its  own  motion,  to 
the  jury. 

The  charge,  set  forth  in  the  statement,  is  certainly  at  variance 
with  the  rule  touching  the  liabilities  of  corporations  upon  contracts, 
as  held  by  this  Court,  in  Eankin  v.  New  England  and  Nevada 
Company^  (4  Nev.  78)  and  The  Yellow  Jacket  Silver  Mining 
Company  v.  Steveneun,  (jante^  224).  The  views  expressed  in  those 
opinions  sufficiently  elucidate  the  present  case,  and  need  not  be 
here  repeated. 
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It  b,  however,  objected  that  the  specification  of  error  in  the 
Biatement  on  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  insufficient  to  warrant  its 
consideration  bj  the  Court.  It  was  held  in  Corbett  r.  Job  et  al., 
(antej  201)  that  the  statute  regulating  statements  on  appeal  must 
be  complied  with,  or  the  statement  must  be  disregarded:  so,  with 
motions  for  a  new  trial.    The  statute  provides : 

^'When  the  notice  designates,  as  the  ground  of  the  motion,  error 
in  law  occurring  at  the  trial  and  excepted  to  bj  the  moving  party, 
the  statement  shall  specify  the  particular  errors  upon  which  the 
partj  will  relj.''  ^'  K  no  such  specifications  be  made,  the  statement 
shall  be  disregarded.'' 

The  notice  in  this  case,  among  other  grounds,  dedgnates  the  fol- 
lowing :  "For  error  of  law  in  giving  instructions  to  the  jury,  which 
'were  objected  to  bj  defendant,  and  exceptions  duly  Uien  and  there 
taken."  The  attempted  specification  is:  "For  that  the  Court 
erred  in  giving  to  the  jury  instructions  as  set  out  in  this  statement." 
It  would  have  been  better  to  have  used  the  word  "  charge,"  instead 
of  "instructions,"  as  the  statement  shows  a  continuous  charge,  with- 
out subdivisions — ^through  which  a  thread  of  errors  runs,  as  noticed 
by  the  District  Judge,  in  his  opinion,  on  granting  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial. 

Under  such  a  state  of  &cts,  the  specification  was  a  compliance 
with  the  statute :  as  the  charge  presented  in  the  statement  is  an 
entirety — a  single  instruction  as  it  were— and  as  such  erroneous. 
The  specification,  then,  being  sufficient,  and  no  abuse  of  discretion 
appearing  in  granting  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  referred  to, 
and  for  the  reasons  given  by  the  District  Judge,  the  order  of  the 
Court  is  affirmed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

It  is  so  ordered. 
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J.  C.   CALDWELL,  Respondent,  v.  A.   L.  GREELY,  Ap- 
pellant. 

Statsmknt  on  New  Tual  —  SpxcmcATiON  of  iNsuFFicfmiCT  or  Eyidknos.  On 
motion  for  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  inBufficiency  of  the  evidence,  it  is  in- 
dispensable  in  the  statement  to  designate  the  particulars  in  which  the  insuffio- 
iency  consists. 

Errors  of  Law  to  bk  pointed  out  in  Statements.  A  statement  on  motion  for 
new  trial  on  the  ground  of  errors  in  law  must  particularly  designate  the  errors 
relied  on,  oth  rwise  it  will  be  disregarded. 

Fatal  Deiects  in  Statements  on  New  Trial.  If  a  statement  on  motion  for 
new  trial,  on  the  grounds  of  insufficiency  of  evidence  and  errors  in  law,  fail  to 
specify  the  particulars  in  which  the  evidence  is  insufficient,  and  the  particular 
errors  in  law  relied  on,  an  order  denying  such  motion  will  not  be  disturbed  in 
the  Appellate  Court,  nor  will  any  inquiry  be  made  into  the  merits  of  the 
motion. 

Reoord  on  Appeal  from  Order  granting  or  refusing  New  Trial.  On  appeal 
from  an  order  granting  or  refusing  a  new  trial,  the  Appellate  Court  is  confined 
in  its  investigations  to  the  record  used  in  the  motion  in  the  Court  below. 

Appeal  from  Proceedings  subsequent  to  Argument  on  Motion  for  New  Trial. 
Proceedings  occurring  after  the  argument  on  motion  for  new  trial  can  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Appellate  Court  only  by  means  of  a  statement 
on  appeal  setting  them  out. 

Appeal  prom  Order  refusing  Amendment  to  Statement  on  New  Trial. 
Where,  after  argument  on  motion  for  new  trial,  a  motion  was  made  to  .amend 
the  statement,  which  was  refused,  and  the  transcript  on  appeal  contained  no 
further  statement  than  that  used  on  the  motion  for  new  trial :  HM^  that  the 
merits  of  the  application  to  amend  could  not  be  inquired  uito  by  the  Appellate 
Court 

Amendments  should  be  liberally  Allowed.  Courts  should  be  liberal  in  allow- 
ing amendments  to  defective  statements  on  motion  for  new  trial,  etc.,  and 
should  themselves  suggest  them  whenever  a  defect  or  deficiency  is  apparent 


Appeal  from  the  Distnct  Court  of  the  First  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

This  was  an  action  for  an  accounting  and  reconveyance  of  real 
estate.  The  plaintiff  had  leased  of  defendant  certain  mills  known 
as  the  "  Petaluma,"  "  Daney,"  and  "  Bowers,"  and  worked  them. 
Afterwards,  in  July,  1867,  becoming  financially  embarrassed,  he 
assigned  all  Jiis  property,  real  and  personal,  to  defendant,  who  took 
possession  and  proceeded  to  pay  off  the  claims  against  plaintiff. 


1869.]  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  259 

Galdwell  v.  Greely. 

Henry  E.  Mitchell,  to  whom  the  cause  was  referred,  reported  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  for  the  reconveyance  of  real  estate,  and  a  money 
judgment  of  two  hundred  and  eighty-one  dollars  and  sixty^eight 
cents ;  and  judgment  was  entered  in  accordance  with  the  report. 
The  statement  on  defendant's  motion  for  new  trial  is  described  in 
the  opinion. 

SiUyeTy  Wood  ^  Dealy  for  Appellant. 

It  was  objected  in  the  Court  below  that  the  statement  on  motion 
for  new  trial  did  not  comply  with  the  statute,  in  this,  that  it  did  not 
specify  the  particulars  wherein  the  evidence  was  insufficient ;  and 
the  Court  below  disregarded  the  statement  and  overruled  the 
motion.  The  same  objection  is  insisted  on  in  this  Court.  We  sub- 
mit that  we  have  specified  all  we  are  required  by  the  statute  to 
specify.  It  is  true,  we  might  have  covered  a  large  space  with  what 
might  be  called  specifications ;  but  such  specifications  would  have 
amounted  to  no  more  than  the  specifications  we  did  make.  This 
Court,  where  it  is  asked  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  in- 
sufficiency of  evidence,  is  obliged,  in  coming  to  a  decision,  to  re- 
view the  whole  testimony,  even  where  it  finds  the  most  elaborate 
specifications.  (See  Barrett  v.  Tewksbury^  15  Cal.  858 ;  MuU^ 
enberg  v.  Florence^  5  Ohio,  247  ;  AtchUon  v.  Sutcliffj  18  Ohio, 
124.) 

No  specification  can  be  suggested  in  this  case  that  would  amount 
to  anything  more  than  that  in  the  record. 

Clayton  ^  Davies^  for  Appellant. 

I.  What  purports  to  be  a  statement  on  motion  for  new  trial 
contains  no  specifications  of  the  grounds  upon  which  appellant  in- 
tends to  rely,  and  should  therefore  be  disregarded.  (Practice  Act, 
Sees.  197  and  832 ;  Barrett  v.  Tewkabury,  15  Cal.  856 ;  Bey- 
nold»  V.  Lawrenee^  15  Cal.  861 ;  Nixon  v.  B,  B,  ^  A.  H.  ^  M. 
Co.,  24  Cal.  872 ;  Huiton  v.  Bee4,  25  Cal.  483 ;  WalU  v.  Prea- 
tan,  25  Cal.  61 ;  WUlard  v.  Hathaway,  27  Cal.  lia;  Crowther 
V.  Bowlandionj  27  Cal.  876 ;  Love  v.  Sierra  Nevada  Co.^  32  Cal. 
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660 ;  Barton  y.  Newman^  84  Cal.  90 ;  Carbett  v.  Job  et  ab.> 
antCy  201.) 

n.  The  motion  to  amend  the  statement  on  motion  for  new  trial 
was  properly  refused.  It  was  made  after  the  statement  had  been 
settled,  and  was  properly  refused  because  the  Court  had  then  lost 
jurisdiction,  and  could  allow  no  addition  to  the  statement.  (Za6- 
dell  V.  EaU,  8  Nev.  625.) 

in.  The  proper  practice  is  to  raise  the  objection  to  want  of 
specification  on  the  argument  as  a  reason  why  the  motion  for  new 
trial  should  be  denied.     (^Quivey  y.  Q-amhert^  82  Cal.  804.) 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

This  appeal  is  taken  from  an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  and  also 
from  the  judgment.  The  statement  on  the  motion  assigned  as  the 
grounds  upon  which  it  was  to  be  made : 

1st.  Insufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  justify  the  findings  and 
report  of  the  Referee. 

2d.  Insufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  justify  the  judgment;  and 
that  it  is  against  law. 

8d.  ^'  The  Referee  erred  in  admitting  certain  testimony,  to  the 
admission  of  which  the  defendant  objected  and  excepted,  as  shown 
in  the  foregoing  statement." 

These  are  the  only  grounds  set  out ;  and  the  statement  contains 
no  imore  particular  specifications  of  the  errors  upon  which  the 
moving  party  intended  to  rely,  or  designation  wherein  the  evidence 
was  insufficient.  The  law  declares  that  when  the  notice  of  motion 
^^  designates  as  the  ground  upon  which  the  motion  will  be  made  the 
insufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  justify  the  verdict,  or  other  decision, 
the  statement  shall  specify  the  particulars  in  which  such  evidence  is 
alleged  to  be  insufficient."  And  again:  ^^When  the  notice  desig- 
nates, as  the  ground  of  the  motion,  errors  in  law  occurring  at  the 
trial,  and  excepted  to  by  the  moving  party,  the  statement  shall 
specify  the  particular  errors  upon  which  the  party  will  rely." 

Does  the  statement  in  this  case  meet  these  requirements  of  the 
law,  in  respect  to  the  specifications  ?  Clearly  not.  Insufficiency  of 
the  evidence  to  justify  the  findings,  or  judgment,  is  simply  the 
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general  ground  upon  which  a  new  trial  may  be  granted*  The 
Practice  Act  requires  something  more :  it  makes  it  necessary  to 
designate  the  particulars  wherein  the  insufficiency  con^sts.  And 
this  is  held  indispensable  upon  a  like  statute.  (^Sanchez  y.  McMih 
han,  85  Cal.  218 ;  VUhae  v.  Bivenj  28  Cal.  409.)  But  it  is 
argued  for  appellant  that  often,  as  is  claimed  to  be  the  case  here, 
no  more  particular  specification  can  be  made  to  illustrate  the  first 
two  grounds.  We  can,  however,  conceive  of  no  such  case.  Cer- 
tain issues  are  always  presented  by  the  pleading? — consisting  of 
facts  averred  by  the  plaintiff,  and  either  denied,  or  confessed,  and 
avoided  by  new  matter  in  the  answer;  and  the  evidence  is,  or 
should  be,  directed  to  such  issues.  That  the  evidence  is  insufficient 
to  justify  the  decision,  or  judgment,  must  therefore  be  the  result 
dither  of  an  entire  figure  to  produce  proof  in  support  of  some  one 
or  all  of  the  material  facts  constituting  tiie  cause  of  action,  or 
defense ;  or  if  any  be  produced,  that  it  was  overcome  by  the  testi- 
mony opposed  to  it.  In  either  case,  that  fact  may  be  stated.  Thus, 
if  the  plaintiff  fiuled  to  produce  any  proof  whatever,  in  support  of 
some  facts  material  to  his  case,  that  may  be  stated,  calling  attention 
to  the  fact  so  unsupported  by  proof;  or  if  instead  of  an  entire 
absence  of  evidence  in  such  case,  it  is  claimed  that  the  defendant's 
testimony  outweighs  that  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  that  particular  issuoi 
that  fact  could  be  mentioned ;  or  if  there  is  a  failure  of  evidence 
upon  all  the  issues ;  or  if  the  evidence  upon  all  is  overcome  by  that 
opposed,  that  fact  may  likewise  be  stated.  In  this  case,  it  would 
not  have  been  very  difficult  to  state  that  the  Court,  or  Referee,  in 
opposition  to  the  evidence  of  the  defendant,  and  without  proof  <m 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  or  without  sufficient  proof  on  his  part  to 
overcome  that  of  the  defendant,  rejected  certain  items  of  account, 
mentioning  them.  Or  it  might  have  been  stated  in  general  terms, 
that  the  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  established  a  demand 
against  the  plaintiff,  amounting  to  a  certain  sum,  but  that  the  Court 
reduced  such  sum,  without  any  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
to  authorize  it,  or  upon  evidence  insufficient  to  outweigh  that  of 
defendant.  Nothing  of  the  kmd  being  attempted,  the  law  was  not 
complied  with.  So  as  to  the  third  ground  assigned.  It  is  equally 
necessary  to  particularly  specify  the  errors  to  be  relied  on.    If  th^ 
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error  complained  of  be  the  improper  admission  of  testimony,  atten- 
tion should  be  called  to  the  particular  endence  so  admitted.  How- 
erer,  if  it  were  conceded  that  the  general  statement  here  made, 
to  wit :  that  evidence  was  erroneously  admitted  and  excepted  to  by 
the  defendant,  were  sufficient,  it  would  be  of  no  avail  to  appellant, 
for  he  has  neither  relied  on  any  such  error  in  this  Court,  nor  have 
we  been  able,  upon  looking  over  thei  transcript,  to  find  any.  We 
conclude,  then,  that  the  statement  did  not  conform  to  the  require* 
ments  of  the  law  in  this  respect ;  and  consequently,  that  it  should 
have  been  disregarded  by  the  Court  below,  and  the  motion  decided 
as  if  no  statement  whatever  had  been  filed — section  one  hundred 
and  ninety-seven  of  the  Practice  Act  expressly  declaring  that  a 
statement  deficient  in  this  particular  shall  be  disregarded.  If  so 
disregarded  and  the  new  trial  be  denied,  the  order  denying  it  can- 
not be  disturbed  in  the  Appellate  Court.  The  failure  to  specify  the 
errors  is  a  good  ground,  and  sufficient  authorization  for  such  action 
of  the  Court ;  and  therefore,  when  upon  an  appeal  from  such  order 
it  appears  that  the  statement  upon  which  the  motion  was  made  is 
deficient  in  this  particular,  the  order  will  be  affirmed  without  any 
inquiry  into  the  merits  of  the  motion.  ( Wing  v.  Owen^  9  Cal. 
247 ;  Sutton  v.  Beed  et  cd,,  25  Cal.  478 ;  Walh  v.  PreBton,  25 
Cal.  59.)  It  follows  that  the  order  denying  the  appellant's  motion 
cannot  be  disturbed. 

"^ether  the  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  allow  the  defendant  to 
amend  his  statement  by  supplying  the  specifications,  cannot  be  de- 
termined upon  this  record.  The  offer  to  do  so  was  not  made  until 
liie  lapse  of  several  days  after  the  argument  of  the  motion ;  and  as 
there  is  no  statement  on  appeal  in  the  case,  the  fact  that  such  offer 
was  made  is  not  properly  before  this  Court.  On  an  appeal  from  an 
order  grantmg  or  refusing  a  new  trial,  the  Appellate  Court  is  con- 
fined in  its  investigations  to  the  record  used  on  such  motion  in  the 
Court  below.  Such  record  is  made  the  statement  on  appeal  from 
the  order.  (Prac.  Act,  Sec.  197 ;  Quivey  v.  Qambert^  32  Cal. 
806.)  But  whether  this  be  so  or  not,  it  is  certain  that  proceedings 
occurring  after  the  argument  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  can  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  this  Court  only  by  means  of  an  authen- 
ticated statement  setting  them  out.    The  sunutes  of  the  Court 


1869.] 


SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA. 


268 


McWUliams  v.  Henchman. 


made  after  the  submiasion  of  the  motion  do  not  come  to  this  Court 
without  a  statement  on  appeal.  The  onlj  minutes  authorized  to  be 
brought  up  without  it  are  such  as  may  haye  been  referred  to  or 
read  upon  the  argument  of  the  motion.  (See  same  section.)  Nor 
on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  do  thej  come  up,  without  a  state* 
ment.  The  judgment  roll  alone  comes  to  the  Court  upon  such  ap- 
peal. Neither,  the  amendments  offered  to  be  made,  the  notice 
which  was  given  of  the  intended  application  to  make  them,  nor  in* 
deed  any  of  the  procee(]Ungs  after  the  argument  of  tiie  motion,  are 
brought  up  in  any  authentic  manner  in  this  case. 

The  action  of  the  Court  below  upon  the  application  to  amend 
cannot  therefore  be  inquired  into.  We  have  no  hesitation  in  saying, 
howerer,  that  the  Courts  should  be  liberal  in  allomng  amendments 
of  this  kind,  and  should  themselves  suggest  them  whenever  a  defect 
or  deficiency  is  apparent. 

It  is  not  claimed  that  any  error  is  apparent  in  the  judgment  roll, 
and  we  have  been  unable  to  discover  any. 

The  judgment,  together  with  the  order  denying  the  new  trial, 
must  be  affirmed. 


CHARLES  McWILLIAMS,  Rbspondbnt,  t^.   ADOLPH 

HERSCHMAN,  Appellant. 

Niw  Tbial — SPECiriCATiON  or  "Errobs  in  Law."  Where  a  potion  for  new 
trial  was  made  upon  the  sole  ground  of  **  errors  in  law  occurring  at  the  trial," 
and  the  statement  contained  no  specification  of  the  particular  errors  relied  on : 
JSddf  that  the  granting  of  a  new  trial  was  error. 

BmoriYB  Statemknts  om  New  Trial.  A  statement  on  motion  for  new  trial  on 
the  sole  ground  of  errors  in  law,  which  contains  no  specification  of  particular 
errors,  as  required  by  section  one  hundred  and  ninety-seven  of  the  Practice 
Act,  is  virtually  no  statement ;  and  a  Ck>urt  has  no  more  right  to  grant  a  new 
trial  on  such  a  statement  than  if  there  were  no  statement  at  all. 

Waiter  or  Errors  to  be  Showk  bt  Party  Claiming  Waiter.  It  is  hicum- 
bent  upon  a  party  who  wishes  to  aToid  the  consequence  of  error  in  legal  pro- 
ceedings upon  the  ground  of  waiTer  by  the  opposite  party,  to  show  such  waiTer 
— ^not  upon  the  party  insisting  on  the  error  to  establish  that  he  did  not  waire  it. 
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Poms  Intoltid  os  Affbal  fbom  New  Tbial  Ordkr.  All  points  which  could 
be  urged  in  the  Goart  below  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  either  for  or  against 
it,  including  objections  to  the  statement,  may  be  raised  on  appeal  from  the 
order  granting  or  refusing  it  without  any  further  statement 

Appeal  from  the  District  Goart  of  the  first  Jadicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  in  his  complaint  that  he  had  loaned  defend- 
ant three  thousand  dollars,  of  Tvhich  defendant  had  paid  him  three 
hundred  dollars ;  and  he  demanded  judgment  for  two  thousand 
seven  hundred  dollars.  Defendant  in  hb  answer  set  up  that  in 
playing  a  game  of  chance  with  plaintiff,  he  had  borrowed  of  him 
some  three  hundred  dollars  to  stake  on  the  game ;  that  he  lost  and 
paid ;  and  that  then  they  "  played  for  stakes  without  the  money 
ip,"  at  the  same  time  denying  Ij  other  bomwing. 

Williams  ^  BixUr  for  Appellant,  claimed  that  a  new  trial  could 
not  be  granted  on  the  ground  of  errors  in  law,  where  the  statement 
omitted  to  specify  the  errors  relied  on ;  and  cited  section  one  hun- 
dred and  ninety-seven  of  the  Practice  Act  and  LohdM  v.  HaUy 
(8  Nev.  522). 


R.  H.  Taylor i  Sox  Respondent. 

The  objection,  for  want  of  specification  of  errors  in  statement 
on  motion  for  new  trial,  is  not  tenable,  because  no  such  objection 
was  taken  in  the  Court  below.  (^Howard  v.  Marmotty  5  Cal.  78 ; 
Stoddard  v.  TreadwM,  29  Cal.  281 ;  Quivey  v.  GambeHj  82 
Cal.  804.) 

[The  respective  counsel  cited  many  cases  pro  and  con  on  the  sub- 
ject of  gaming  contracts  and  money  loaned  for  the  purposes  of 
gaming ;  but  as  the  Court  did  not  pass  upon  the  subject,  tiiey  are 
omitted.] 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

The  trial  in  this  case  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant, whereupon  the  pUuntiff  gave  notice  of  motion  for  new  trial 
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to  be  made  upon  the  sole  ground  of  errors  in  law  occarring  at  the 
trial.  A  statement  to  be  used  on  such  motion  was  prepared  and 
filed  within  the  proper  time,  but  the  only  assignment  of  error  was 
as  stated  in  the  notice, ''  error  in  law  occurring  at  the  trial,"  unac- 
companied by  any  particular  specifications  as  required  by  the  Prac- 
tice Act.  Upon  this  statement,  the  Court  below  granted  a  new 
trial.  From  the  order  so  made  the  defendant  appeals,  contending : 
first,  that  the  statement  should  have  bben  disregarded,  and  con- 
sequently the  new  trial  refused,  as  there  was  nothing  before  the 
Court  upon  which  it  could  be  granted.  This  proposition  is  based 
upon  that  provision  of  section  one  hundred  and  ninety-seven  of  the 
Practice  Act  which  declares  that  when  the  notice  of  motion  for  new 
trial  designates,  as  the  ground  upon  which  the  motion  will  be  made, 
errors  in  law  occurring  at  the  trial  and  excepted  to  by  the  moving 
party,  'Hhe  statement  shall  specify  the  particular  errors  upon 
which  the  party  will  rely.  If  no  such  specifications  be  made,  the 
statement  shall  be  disregarded." 

There  was  not  in  this  case  an  attempt  even  to  specify  the  errors 
upon  which  the  moving  party  intended  to  rely,  and  still  it  appears 
that  the  statement  was  acted  upon  in  the  Court  below,  and  that  the 
new  trial  was  granted  upon  it.  By  the  clear  and  unmistakable  lan- 
guage of  the  section  referred  to,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  below 
to  disregard  the  statement  thus  deficient ;  and  as  there  was  no  pre- 
tense of  any  grounds  for  new  trial  except  such  as  were  presented  in 
the  statement,  the  order  granting  it  was  unauthorized  and  errone- 
ous. To  avoid  this  consequence,  however,  it  is  argued  by  the 
respondent  that  as  no  objection  to  a  consideration  of  the  statement 
was  made  in  the  Court  below,  the  appellant  must  be  deemed  to  have 
waived  it,  and  therefore  it  cannot  be  raised  in  this  Court. 

But  in  answer  to  this  it  may  be  said,  it  does  not  appear  from  the 
record  here  whether  any  such  objection  was  interposed  in  the  Court 
below  or  not.  Nor  indeed  could  it  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  this 
Court  upon  an  appeal  of  this  kind.  The  section  already  referred 
to  further  declares  that  ^^  The  affidavits  and  counter-affidavits,  or 
the  statement  thus  used  in  connection  with  such  pleadings,  depo- 
sitions, documentary  evidence  on  file,  testimony  taken  by  a.  re- 
porter, and  minutes  of  the  Court,  as  are  read  or  referred  to  on  the 
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hearing,  shall  constitate,  witihout  farther  statement,  the  papers  to 
be  used  on  appeal  from  the  order  granting  or  refusing  the  new 
trial." 

Upon  an  appeal,  then,  from  such  order,  anj  objection  or  motion 
irhich  might  be  made  by  the  opposing  party  respecting  the  record 
could  not  be  brought  to  this  Court.  This  informality  or  defect  in 
the  statement  was  lindoubtedly  a  good  ground  for  denying  the 
motion.  Had  the  Court  discovered  it  before  the  order  was  made 
it  could  have  placed  its  denial  upon  the  sole  ground  that  there  was 
no  such  statement  before  it  as  could  legally  be  considered.  The 
only  ground  then  upon  which  it  could  be  claimed  that  this  objection 
cannot  be  raised  in  this  Court,  is,  that  it  was  waived  by  the  appel- 
lant in  the  Court  below.  There  is,  however,  nothing  in  the  record 
before  us  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  it  was  waived.  For  aught 
that  appears  here,  the  objection  was  made  at  the  proper  time.  It 
will  not  be  claimed  that  it  is  incumbent  on  the  appellant  here  to 
show  that  he  did  not  waive  the  objection.  It  is  always  the  duty  of 
the  person  wishing  to  avoid  the  consequence  of  error  in  legal  pro- 
ceedings, upon  the  ground  of  waiver  by  the  opposite  party,  to  show 
such  waiver,  and  not  upon  the  person  insisting  on  it  to  establish  the 
negative. 

The  record  presented  to  us  clearly  shows  that  the  statement  on 
motion  for  new  trial  should  have  been  disregarded  by  the  Court 
below,  and  that  instead  of  so  doing  it  granted  a  new  trial  upon  the 
showing  made  by  it.  It  is  thus  made  to  appear  that  the  Court 
erred  in  making  the  order.  If  the  appellant  in  any  way  waived 
his  right  to  insist  upon  such  error,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  respondent 
to  show  such  waiver ;  otherwise,  it  is  available  here  as  in  the  Court 
below.  Let  it  be  supposed  that  in  a  case  where  the  errors  relied 
on  were  such  as  would  only  be  presented  by  a  statement,  and  no  . 
statement  were  filed,  but  still  a  new  trial  is  granted :  surely,  noth- 
ing further  would  be  necessary  for  the  party  opposing  such  motion 
than  to  make  the  showing  to  this  Court  that  the  order  was  made 
without  a  statement.  It  would  not  be  necessary  for  him  to  show 
further  that  he  objected  to  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  or  in  any  way 
excepted  to  the  action  of  the  Court.  So  here  the  statement,  until 
the  errors  to  be  relied  on  are  properly  specified,  is  virtually  no 
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statement,  for  the  law  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Courts  to  disregard 
it.  Hence,  when  it  is  shown  that  instead  of  granting  the  new  trial 
without  any  statement  whatever,  it  was  granted  on  one  which  the 
law  declares  shall  be  disregarded,  what  more  is  necessary  to  be 
done  by  the  appellant  ?  The  Court  has  no  more  right  to  grant  a 
new  trial  upon  a  statement  defectiye  as  this  is,  than  it  has  when 
there  is  no  statement  at  all.  The  party  opposing  the  motion  could 
as  well  waive  an  entire  statement  as  any  essential  part  of  it ;  and, 
as  it  would  not  be  necessary  for  him  to  show  that  he  did  not  waive 
the  statement,  where  none  was  made  out,  so  it  is  likewise  unneces- 
sary for  him  to  show  that  he  did  not  waive  a  material  defect  in  a 
statement  which  may  be  filed  or  used.  Proof,  or  a  showing  of 
waiver,  as  has  already  been  seen,  would  have  to  come  from  the 
other  side. 

Ageia :  We  know  of  no  way  by  which  an  objection  to  the  state- 
ment, or  a  motion  to  strike  it  out,  could  be  brought  to  the  attention 
of  this  Court,  except  by  a  separate  statement  on  appeal ;  and  it  is 
very  doubtful  whether  it  could  be  brought  here  even  in  that  way. 
But  admitting  it  can,  we  think  it  quite  clear  such  a  course  was 
never  intended  to  be  required  by  the  Legislature.     The  purpose  evi- 
dently was  to  allow  all  points  which  could  be  urged  in  the  Court 
below,  either  for  or  against  the  motion  for  new  trial,  to  be  raised  on 
the  appeal  from  the  order  granting  or  refusing  it,  without  any 
further  statement ;   otherwise,  why  are  the  statement  and  papers 
used  on  such  motion  made  the  record  upon  which  the  order  is  to 
be  reviewed  in  the  Appellate  Court  7    And  why,  as  appears  to  be 
the  case,  is  this  Court  confined  to  an  investigation  of  the  statement 
and  papers  used  on  such  motion.     It  is  certain  that  no  objection  tp 
the  statement  or  motion  to  strike  it  out  would  come  to  this  Court 
under  the  provisions  of  section  one  hundred  and  ninety-seven  of  the 
Act  already  quoted,  upon  a  mere  appeal  from  the  oi-der.     As  a  con- 
sequence, it  either  could  not  be  brought  here  at  all,  or  it  must  be 
presented  in  a  separate  statement,  setting  forth  the  fact  that  such 
objection  or  motion  was  made  —  a  practice  which  seems  to  be 
entirely  unauthorized,  and  evidently  not  contemplated  by  the  Legis- 
lature.    And  if  not  authorized,  then  the  appellant  would  be  entirely 
deprived  of  any  advantage  from  such  objection  or  motion,  even  if  it 


268  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  [Oct., 

Healey  v.  Imperial  Fire  Insurance  CompaoT. 

were  made,  because  he  would  be  entirely  unable  to  present  it  to 
the  Court. 

These  considerations  have  conducted  us  to  the  conclusion  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  Court  below  to  disregard  the  statement,  and 
refuse  a  new  trial.  The  order  granting  it  was  therefore  erroneous, 
and  must  be  set  adde. 

It  is  so  ordered. 


KATE  HEALEY,  Respondbnt,  v.  IMPERIAL  FIRE   IN- 
SURANCE COMPANY,  Appellant. 

Insvrakck — ^NoTici  OF  OTHKR  Imsurangb.  Where  a  polioj  of  insurance  contained 
a  proTidon  for  "  notice  of  any  other  insurance  already  made  or  which  shall 
afterwards  be  made  elsewhere,"  otherwise  the  policy  to  be  void ;  and  the  prop- 
erty was  afterwards  insured  in  another  company  without  proper  notice :  Held, 
that  the  policy  was  vitiated. 

Irbukanci  Casss — BuRDKN  OT  pROOF.  A  pollcy  of  insurance  is  a  contract  which 
mnst  be  enforced  according  to  its  terms ;  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the 
claimant  thereunder  to  show  a  compliance  therewith. 

Pliadikg  on  Insurance  Policy.  If,  in  an  action  on  an  insurance  policy,  the 
claimant  alleges  generally  a  compliance  with  its  terms  and  yerifies  his  pleading, 
he  will  not  be  put  to  proof  unless  in  the  answer  particular  breach  is  averred. 

NoTiGB  OF  Intintion  TO  Inburi  NOT  NoTicK  OF  Insvrancb.  Where  an  insurance 
policy  provided  for  notice  of  any  other  insurance  which  should  afterwards  be 
made :  ffeld^  that  notice  of  intention  to  further  insure  was  not  notice  of  further 
insurance,  nor  equivalent  thereto. 

Insuranci  Agent — ^Extent  of  Authority.  An  insurance  agent  having  authority 
to  receive  application,  make  survey,  remit  to  general  agent,  reodve  policy,  and 
collect  premium,  though  the  agent  of  the  sgent  of  the  insurer  for  all  purposes 
touching  the  insurance  up  to  the  time  of  closing  the  application,  has  no  power 
after  the  policy  arrives  in  his  hands  to  waive  any  of  its  conditions ;  all  his 
functions  as  agent  have  then  ceaaed,  except  to  receive  the  premium. 

Construction  of  Insurance  Policies.  In  the  construction  of  policies  of  insur- 
ance there  is  but  one  safe  rule,  and  that  is,  to  take  the  contract  as  written, 
subtracting  nothing  therefrom  and  adding  nothing  thereto :  there  is  no  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  its  terms,  except  an  exact  compliance. 

KoncB  OF  Intention  to  Renew  Insurance  not  Notice  of  Renewal.  If  an  in- 
surance policy  require  '*  notice  of  any  other  insurance  already  made,  or  which 
shall  afterwards  be  made  elsewhere,"  a  notice  of  an  existing  insurance  and  of 
an  intention  to  renew  it,  is  not  notice  of  the  fact  of  renewal,  nor  a  compliance 
with  the  policy. 
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Appbal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  First  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

The  policy  of  fire  insurance,  upon  which  this  action  was  brought, 
was  upon  a  frame  dwelling  house  on  North  F  Street,  Virginia  City, 
for  one  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  and  upon  furniture  therein  for 
three  thousand  dollars.  Nearly  all  the  property,  alleged  to  have 
been  worth  ten  thousand  dollars,  was  destroyed  by  fire  on  January 
8d,  1869 ;  and  this  suit  was  instituted  April  1st,  1869.  The  jury 
returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  plamtiff  for  four  thousand  five  hundred 
dollars.     Defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  overruled. 


Williams  ^  BixUr^  for  Appellant. 

I.  Notice  of  intention  to  procure  further  insurance,  or  of  expec- 
tation of  obtaining  further  insurance,  is  not  a  complianco  with  the 
stipulation  in  the  policy,  and  is  wholly  immaterial.  (Forbes  v.  Ago- 
wamMutucd  Fire  Ins,  Co.,  9  Cush.  473  ;  Kimball  r.  Howard  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  8  Gray,  37.) 

II.  The  authority  of  the  agent  was  merely  to  solicit  insurance, 
make  surveys,  and  receive  applications  ;  and  though  the  fact  of  a 
prior  insurance  '^  already  made  "  might  properly  be  communicated 
to  him  when  negotiating  the  contract  as  a  fact  entering  into  the 
negotiation,  yet  after  the  contract  was  made  and  the  policy  issued 
his  functions  ceased,  and  he  had  no  power  to  deal  with  the  assured 
in  respect  thereto.  (  Wilson  v.  Genessee  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  14  N. 
Y.  421 ;  Mitchell  v.  Lycoming  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  51  Penn.  State, 
410;  Gilbert  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  36  Barb.  875;  Hall  v.  Mechanics 
Im.  Co.,  6  Gray,  173.) 

HI.  The  failure  to  give  notice  of  the  fact  of  the  subsequent  in- 
surance avoids  the  policy.  (Gilbert  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co., 36  Barb. 
377 ;  Carpenter  v.  Providence  Ins.  Co.,  16  Peters,  495.) 

Henry  K.  Mitchell,  for  Respondent. 

I.  The  policy  was  not  void  by  reason  of  the  stipulation,  because 
at  the  time  of  application  there  was  an  existing  insurance,  of  which 
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defendant  had  notice  ;  it  also  had  notice  of  application  already  made 
to  renew  the  insurance  then  existing ;  it  was  not  notice  of  intention 
to  procure  other  insurance,  but  notice  of  the  existence  of  other 
insurance,  and  that  the  application  had  been  made  to  renew  such 
existing  policy,  to  take  effect  when  the  policy  to  be  renewed  should 
expire.  Such  renewal  is  not  within  a  provision  requiring  notice  in 
case  of  making  other  insurances.  (^Braum  v.  Cattaragus  County 
Mutual  Ins.  Oo.^  18  New  York,  385 ;  Baptist  Society  y.  JEI7^^ 
borough  Mutual  Fire  Lis.  Co.,  19  N.  H.  580.) 

n.  The  authorities  cited  by  appellant  are  cases  where  the  in- 
sured declared  an  intention  to  take  out  other  insurance  at  some 
future  time.  Here  there  was  notice  that  application  had  been 
made ;  that  is,  had  been  favorably  received  by  the  agent,  survey 
made,  and  sent  to  the  home  ofSce ;  and  that  plaintiff  expected  to 
receive  the  policy  on  the  day  following,  or  the  day  after;  she  did, 
in  fact,  receive  it  on  the  second  day.  All  this  amounts  not  to  a 
notice  of  intention  to  procure,  but  to  a  procuring. 

III.  Notice  of  either  prior  or  subsequent  insurance  to  an  agent 
having  authority  to  solicit  insurance,  receive  applications,  make  sur- 
veys, and  receive  prenuums,  is  valid.  (^Sexton  v.  Montgomery 
County  Mutual  Ins.  Co,,  9  Barb.  191 ;  McEwen  v.  Montgomery 
County  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  5  Hill,  101 ;  Schenck  v.  Mercer  County 
Mutual  Ins.  Co,,  4  Zabriskie,  447;  Warner  v.  Peoria  Marine  and 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  14  Wbconsin,  818.) 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

In  this  case  respondent  brought  action  to  recover  loss  by  fire  of 
certun  property  insured  by  appellant,  who  defended  upon  several 
grounds,  one  only  of  which  is  now  urged,  and  that  is,  the  violation 
by  respondent  of  stipulation  number  seven,  referred  to  in,  and  made 
a  part  of,  appellant's  policy  of  insurance,  as  follows : 

'^  That  persons  who  have  insured  property  with  this  company 
shall  give  notice  of  any  other  insurance  already  made,  or  which 
shall  afterwards  be  made  elsewhere  on  the  same  property,  so  that  a 
memorandum  of  such  other  insurance  may  be  indorsed  on  the  policy 
or  policies  effected  with  this  company ;  otherwise,  such  policy  or 
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policies  will  be  void.  Thia  insurance  mftj  be  terminated  by  this 
company  on  returning  a  ratable  proportion  of  the  premium  for  the 
unexpired  term." 

Appellant  claims  that  the  evidence  shows  that  respondent  did  in 
fact  procure  a  subsequent  insurance,  and  failed  to  give  proper  or 
any  notice  thereof,  and  that  therefore  she  cannot  recover  in  this 
action. 

Respoildent  claims  that  the  insurance  other  than  that  of  appel- 
lant was  in  fact  prior  thereto,  and  existed  at  the  time  of  application 
therefor,  and  that  due  notice  was  given  to  agent  of  appellant ;  that 
if  not  prior  in  point  of  actual  date  of  present  policy,  yet  that  it  was 
legally  so,  such  being  simply  a  renewal  of  a  policy,  being  and  noti- 
fied, at  the  time  of  appellant's  insurance. 

The  evidence  is  very. brief  and  not  really  conflicting.  Respond- 
ent testifies  that  she  had  applied  to  the  agent  of  the  Hamburgh  and 
Bremen  Fire  Insurance  Company  for  insurance,  and  when  the  agent 
of  appellant  came  to  her  house  to  deliver  its  policy,  she  told  him  be- 
fore she  paid  him  the  premium,  that  '*  she  was  about  to  get  another 
policy ;"  that  she  did  in  fact  receive  the  Hamburgh  and  Bremen 
policy  two  days  thereafter ;  that  such  agent  replied  to  her  saying : 
^*  that  was  all  right — ^that  I  could  get  insurance  as  much  as  I  liked, 
or  something  to  that  effect."  Respondent  also  stated  that  the  appli- 
cation to  the  agent  of  the  Hamburgh  and  Bremen  Company  was 
for  the  renewal  of  an  old  policy  held  by  her. 

On  the  part  of  appellant,  George  W.  Hopkins  testified  that  he 
was  its  agent  to  receive  application,  make  survey,  remit  to  general 
agent  at  San  Francisco,  receive  policy  if  granted,  and  collect  pr^ 
mium ;  that  as  such  agent  he  received  the  application  of  respondent, 
and  on  asking  question  if  there  was  any  other  insurance  on  the 
property,  was  answered  that  there  would  be  none  on  the  eighteenth, 
meaning  the  eighteenth  of  June,  1868;  and  that  therefore  he 
indorsed  upon  the  application  "  no  other  insurance,"  and  directed 
the  policy  to  take  effect  upon  the  eighteenth;  that  respondent  in 
answer  to  a  question  as  to  the  value  of  her  property,  said :  '^  I 
am  going  to  insure  in  another  company;"  to  which  witness  said: 
^^  That's  all  right ;  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  it,  if  they  take  it  after 
you  get  through  with  us ;"  that  he  did  not  recollect  delivering  the 
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policy,  nor  any  other  conversation  with  respondent,  save  that  at 
the  time  of  application. 

Appellant  further  proved  by  its  general  agents  that  they  never 
received  any  notice  of  other  insurance  either  prior  or  subsequent ; 
and  also  exhibited  respondent's  policy  from  the  Hamburgh  and 
Bremen  Company  as  an  original  insurance,  bearing  date  June  18th, 
1868,  and  running  from  noon  of  that  .day  for  one  year ;  and  proved 
by  its  agents  that  no  other  had  ever  issued  to  i:espondent.' 

The  evidence  has  been  thus  fully  stated,  that  it  may  be  consid- 
ered with  reference  to  the  several  legal  points  involved,  without 
lengthy  repetition.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  respondent,  and 
the  District  Court  denied  a  new  trial,  from  which  order,  and  the 
judgment,  this  appeal  is  taken. 

As  has  been  said,  there  is  no  real  discrepancy  nor  conflict  in  the 
evidence.  The  two  conversations  testified  to  by  respondent  and 
Hopkins  may  both  have  taken  place ;  she  may  have  held  an  assigned 
policy  in  the  Hamburgh  and  Bremen  Company,  and  have  considered 
the  one  in  evidence  only  as  a  renewal  thereof.  In  such  view,  and 
taking  all  of  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  respondent  at  its  fullest 
weight,  the  case  will  be  considered. 

It  should  be  here  remarked,  that  as  the  Hamburgh  and  Bremen 
policy  has  been  by  both  parties,  so  far  as  this  case  is  concerned, 
treated  as  valid — and  as  no  question  has  been  made  as  to  the  elTect 
thereupon — if  it  was  not,  that  point  will  be  passed  with  the  simple 
suggestion  that  the  weight  of  authority  upon  examiQation  not  entirely 
full,  seems  to  be,  that  unless  a  second  policy  be  void  upon  its  face, 
it  should  be  treated  as  valid,  in  reference  to  a  question  of  breach  of 
eondition  or  stipulation  by  the  insured  claiming  upon  a  first. 

A  policy  of  insurance  is  a  contract,  which  must  be  enforced 
according  to  its  terms ;  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  claimant 
thereunder,  to  show  as  pleaded  compliance  therewith.  The  vari- 
ous stipulations  and  conditions  constitute  as  a  whole  the  basis  upon 
which,  in  this  particular  instance  and  generally,  the  contract  is 
rused ;  and  those  outside  the  *body  of  the  policy  are  made  part 
thereof  by  due  reference. 

The  claimant  having  alleged  generally  a  compliance  will  not  be 
f  put  to  proof  under  sworn  pleadings,  unless  in  the  answer  particular 
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breach  is  averred.     In  this  case  such  averment  is  confined  to  stip- 
ulation hereinbefore  recited. 

'  The  evidence  of  the  respondent  npon  the  issue  was  really  less 
&vorabIe  to  her  than  that  of  appellant,  and  only  proved  that  she 
had  notified  Hopkins  of  intention  to  farther  insare,  to  which  he  as- 
sented. Such  notice  of  intention  was  no  compliance  with  the  terms 
of  the  stipulation,  as  will  be  presently  shown ;  and  his  assent  could 
not  be  held  as  a  waiver  on  the  part  of  his  principal,  for  the  main 
reason  that  at  the  time  stated  bj  respondent  all  his  functions  as 
agent  had  ceased,  save  to  receive  the  premium.  (  Wilson  v.  TJ^ 
Genessee  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  14  N.  Y.  418 ;  Mitchell  et  al  v.  The 
Lycoming  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  51  Penn.  Stats.  402 ;  Tate  v.  Citizens 
Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  13  Gray,  79.) 

The  case  made  by  appellant  is  stronger  against  itself  in  this  lat- 
ter regard,  as  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  up  to  the  time  of  closing 
tiie  application  Hopkins  was  the  agent  of  the  appellant  for  all  pur- 
poses touching  the  insurance,  and  any  proper  notice  to  him  would 
have  bound  his  principal ;  but  notice  of  intention  is  not  a  compli- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the  stipulation,  nor  is  it  in  reality  any 
notice,  because  not  notice  of  a  fact.  (^Forbes  v.  Agawam  Mut. 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  9  Cush.  470 ;  Kimhcdl  et  als.  v.  Hjward  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  8  Gray,  84.) 

There  was  notice  of  a  prior  insurance ;  but  that  was  coupled  with 
fte  statement  that  it  would  expire  on  the  eighteenth  of  June,  1868, 
00  that  the  agent  was  right  in  returning  ^'  no  insurance,"  with  the 
direction  that  the  policy  should  take  effect  on  the  eighteenth,  as  on 
tiiat  day  there  would  be,  if  applicant's  answer  was  correct,  no  ex- 
isting insurance,  and  if  incorrect,  her  policy  would  be  vitiated  by 
the  misstatement,  at  option  of  his  principal.  Possibly,  had  the  prop- 
erty been  destroyed  on  that  very  day,  it  would  have  been  covered 
by  both  policies,  and  appellant  have  been  responsible  by  reason  of 
the  representation  of  its  agent,  acting  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  that  there  was  "  no  insurance,"  when,  in  fact,  there  was 
one  covering  the  eighteenth,  or  some  portion  thereof;  but,  practi- 
cally, the  view  of  the  agent  was  correct  and  his  representation 
right,  and  the  policy  of  appellant  was  issued  and  stands  without 
any  prior  insurance  upon  the  property. 
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WaiviDgf  for  the  present,  the  question  of  renewal,  and  consider- 
ing the  Hamburgh  and  Bremen  policy  an  original  subsequent  insur- 
ance, pure  and  simple,  was  there  any  compliance  on  the  part  of 
respondent  with  the  stipulation  ?  It  is  claimed  that  there  was  a; 
substantial  compliance  arising  from  the  notification  of  intention  to 
obtiun  other  insurance,  as  renewal  of  prior.  Aside  from  the  fact 
that  such  notice  is  in  itself  insufficient,  and  that  it  was  not  communi- 
cated, according  to  respondent's  own  testimony,  to  any  person  but 
Hopkins,  who  at  the  time  stated  by  her  could  not  receive  it  to  bind 
appellant,  what  can  this  Court  call  a  substantial  compliance  with  the 
terms  of  such  stipulation,  save  one  exact  ?  To  make  such  attempt 
would  be  to  leave  insurance  contracts  to  the  idiosyncracies  of 
Courts  and  Judges,  who  might  pronounce  as  many  different  de- 
cisions as  their  different  media  of  view. 

There  is  but  one  safe  rule,  and  that  is  to  take  the  contract  as 
written,  subtracting  nothing  therefrom,  adding  nothing  thereto. 
(^Conway  Tool  Company  v.  Hudson  River  Lu.  (7a.,  12  Gush.  144 ; 
The  President^  Directors^  etc.  of  Worcester  Bank  v,  Hartford 
Fire  Ins.  Co.^  11  Cush.  265 ;  Bigler  et  als.  v.  The  New  York 
Central  Ins,  Co,j  22  N.  Y.  402 ;  Carpenter  v.  The  Providence 
Washington  Ins.  Co.j  16  Pet.  495;  Hale  v.  Mechanis^  Mut,  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  6  Gray,  169;  QiJhert  v.  Tl\e  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  86 
Barb.  372.) 

Without  further  particular  quotation,  hear  the  ape  language  of 
the  Court  in  the  last  case  cited,  and  the  strong  expressions  in  the 
first.  In  the  former,  the  stipulation  was  substantially  as  in  the 
present.  Says  Johnson,  J. :  ^^  The  parties  had  clearly  the  right  to 
stipulate  between  themselves  as  to  the  nature  and  kind  of  evidence 
by  which  their  assent  to  other  insurances  should  be  manifested. 
And  where  they  have  thus  stipulated,  the  Court  has  no  power  to 
substitute  any  other  evidence  difl^ering  in  kind  or  degree.  To  do 
this  would  be  to  make  a  new  contract,  which  peradventure  the  par:- 
ties  themselves  would  never  have  made.  The  Court  is  to  enforce 
contracts  which  the  parties  have  made,  but  has  no  power  to  make 
new  contracts  for  them,  or  to  alter  or  vary  in  any  essential  partic- 
ular those  they  have  mutually  agreed  to  be  bound  by.  That  this 
matter,  of  the  kind  and  degree  of  evidence  by  which  the  assent  of 
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tho  insarers  to  other  insurances  upon  the  same  property  shall  be 
established  is  no  mere  matter  of  form  or  ceremony,  but  of  vital  im- 
portance, will  be  readily  conceded  by  every  one  who  has  been  much 
in  the  practice  of  determining  disputed  questions  of  fact  upon  con- 
flicting testimony.  The  uncertainty  of  even  the  most  tenacious 
memory,  the  liability  to  misunderstand,  and  the  difficulty  of  report- 
ing accurately,  after  a  lapse  of  time,  a  mere  verbal  communication, 
are  matters  of  every  day's  observation,  and  it  is  not  at  all  surprising 
that  parties  should  provide  for  more  certain  and  reliable  evidence 
of  important  and  controlling  facts  in  their  contracts." 

^^  That  such  an  agreement  is  valid,  and  the  policy  rendered  void, 
by  ftuling  to  have  other  insurances  mentioned  in,  or  indorsed  upon, 
the  policy,  or  acknowledged  in  writing  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  is  now,  I  think,  well  settled  by  authority." 

In  the  latter  case,  upon  similar  stipulation,  says  Chief  Justice 
Shaw :  ''  When  the  terms  and  stipulations  in  a  contract  are  plun 
and  clear,  we  are  bound  to  follow  the  terms,  as  the  only  authentic 
expression  of  the  intentions  of  the  parties ;  and  in  such  case  there 
is  no  room  for  exposition.  It  may  be  that  the  main  purpose  of  such 
notice  was  intended  to  be,  that  the  company  might  know  what  other 
insurances  would  be  contributory  in  case  of  loss.  But  this  may  not 
have  been  the  only  purpose.  Others  at  least  may  be  supposed — 
such  as  having  the  best  and  most  satisfactory  evidence  before  them, 
and  on  their  own  books  or  files,  of  the  whole  amount  at  risk  on  the 
same  subject  at  the  same  time.  There  is  a  provision  in  the  policy, 
that  the  company  may,  on  certain  notice  given,  return  a  proportion 
of  the  premium,  and  rescind  the  contract.  Notice  of  all  insurances 
may  be  necessary  to  enable  them  satisfactorily  to  exercise  this  right. 
But  as  already  said,  whatever  may  have  been  the  purpose,  here  was 
the  express  stipulation ;  and  to  imagpine  a  supposed  purpose,  and 
qualify  the  stipulation  so  as  to  give  it  effect  or  not,  as  it  would  sub- 
serve that  purpose,  would  be  to  ingraft  an  exception  on  the  contract 
which  the  parties  have  not  inserted,  and  make  that  conditional 
which  they  have  made  absolute."  (^Conway  Tool  Co.  v.  Hudion 
River  Ins.  Co.y  12  Gush.  150.) 

It  is  claimed  that  there  is  a  difference,  and  that  distinction 
should  be  made  between  a  renewed  policy  and  one  original ;  and 
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thafc  the  Hamburgh  and  Bremen  policy  of  respondent  is,  in  fact, 
a  renewed  policj,  of  which  appellant  had  notice.  Respondent's 
strongest  witness  in  ibis  respect  is  Hopkins,  who  testifies  that  he 
was  notified  of  an  existing  insurance,  and  perhaps  of  intention  to 
renew. 

With  reference  to  notice  of  intention  to  renew,  as  with  notice  of 
intention  to  apply,  mere  notice  of  intention  is  not  sufficient.  Take 
the  fact  of  existing  insurance,  coupled  with  notice  of  intention  to 
renew,  and  add  the  iact  of  renewal  at  a  subsequent  date ;  without 
notice  to  appellant  of  such  ultimate  fact,  and  there  is  fulure  to 
comply  with  the  stipulation. 

It  was  said  in  a  case  coming  from  an  able  Court,  that  ^Hhe 
taking  of  a  policy  of  insurance,  in  renewal  of  the  prior  insurance 
mentioned  in  the  application  for  the  first-named  policy,  was  not 
withip  the  terms  or  spirit  of  the  provision  in  the  latter  policy  re- 
quiring notice  in  case  of  making  other  insurances."  (^Braum  v. 
The  Cattaragus  County  Mut.  Im.  Co.^  18  N.  Y.  871.)  It  will, 
however,  be  seen  upon  examination  of  the  case  cited,  that  it  was 
decided  upon  other  grounds,  and  with  reference  to  other  points ; 
and  although  the  expression  is  entitied  to  weight,  because  made  in 
the  view  of  a  new  trial,  and  its  effect  upon  instructions  of  the  Court 
below ;  and  although  it  is  to  a  certain  extent  sustained  by  the  case 
of  The  First  Baptist  Society  in  Dunstable  v.  Hillsborough  Mut.  F, 
L  Co,y  (19  N.  H.  680)  ;  still,  even  in  the  absence  of  opposing  au- 
thority, which  is  not  the  case  as  will  be  seen,  such  doctrine  cannot 
stand — save  upon  the  untenable  basis,  that  Courts  may  decide 
what  is  substantial  compliance  with  the  unambiguous  conditions 
and  stipulations  of  such  a  contract,  and  substitute  their  own  inter- 
pretation for  that  of  the  parties.  It  was  upon  this  theory  act- 
ually, that  the  decision  was  made  in  the  case  last  cited,  the  Court 
saying :  ^'  The  defendants'  contract  must  be  considered  to  be  for 
an  insurance  for  five  years,  with  a  double  insurance  to  the  amount 
of  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  to  subsist  during  the  whole 
torm.  The  plaintifi  might  have  renewed  their  insurance  with  the 
same  company  at  Concord,  without  affecting  their  policy,  and  with- 
out further  consent — the  facts  to  which  the  defendants  had  already 
consented,  continuing  then  to  exist  in  every  particular.     But  the 
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words  ^^  in  a  company  in  Concord  "  are  descriptive  merely.  They 
form  no  part  of,  nor  can  they  affect,  the  real  contract  between  the 
parties ;  they  cannot  be  construed  as  one  of  its  conditions,  to  pre- 
clude, by  their  own  force,  the  plaintifi  from  insuring  in  any  other 
company.  It  was  unimportant  to  the  defendants  in  what  company 
the  other  insurance  was  effected.  The  insurer's  contract  is  in  no 
respect  affected,  or  the  risk  increased,  by  conceding  this  latitude  of 
choice  to  the  insured. 

^'  If  they  be  considered  part  of  the  notice  to  the  defendants, 
they  were^  as  has  been  already  said,  unnecessary — notice  of  a  fact 
immaterial  under  the  provisions  of  the  fifteenth  section — ^and  when 
the  plaintifl^  insured  in  the  Protection  office  instead,  that  fact  waa 
equally  immaterial," 

If  a  Court  can  say  in  such  regard  that  one  matter  is  unimpor- 
tant, another  immaterial — where  the  stopping  place  ?  In  the  case 
of  Burt  V.  People's  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.^  (2  Gray,  898)  the  point 
was  directly  urged  by  counsel,  in  brief,  and  the  Court  replies: 
*'  The  plaintiff's  suggestion,  that  a  policy  procured  by  him  as  a  re- 
newal of  a  former  policy,  or  as  a  substitute  for  it,  is  not  within  the 
meaning  and  effect  of  the  defendants'  by-laws,  seems  to  us  to  be 
groundless." 

This  opinion  is  without  argument,  but  there  is  sufficient  reason 
given  in  the  cases  previously  quoted  from  12  Cushing  and  36  Bar- 
bour ;  and  such  naturally  suggests  itself.  There  may  be  a  differ- 
ence in  value  of  property  insured  at  different  times ;  there  may  be 
a  change  in  the  financial  status  of  a  company ;  there  may  be  one 
or  a  thousand  reasons,  or  none,  for  the  stipulation ;  but  why  search 
or  argue,  when  the  root  of  the  whole  matter  is,  that  there  stainds 
tiie  stipulation,  portion  of  a  contract  between  parties  competent  to 
contract,  which  cannot  lawfuUy  be  enlarged,  diminished,  nor  altered, 
by  any  Court. 

In  the  present  case  the  stipulation  provides  for  ^^  notice  of  any 
other  insurance  already  made  or  which  shall  afterwards  be  made 
elsewhere  on  the  same  property."  Even  if  the  Hamburgh-Bremen 
policy  be  considered  a  renewal,  still  it  is  a  new  contract  and  other 
insurance  within  the  meaning  of  the  stipulation.  (^Brady  v.  North' 
western  Ins.  Co.y  11  Mich.  444.) 
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The  District  Court  gave  the  law  correctly  to  the  jury  thus :  "  If 
you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  procured  another  insurr 
ance  with  the  Hamburgh-Bremen  Fire  Insurance  Company  upon 
the  same  property  covered  by  the  policy  sued  on,  notice  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  of  her  intention  to  apply  for  or  procure 
such  other  insurance  is  not  a  compliance  with  the  stipulations  of  the 
policy  sued  on,  which  requires  actual  notice  of  other  insurance  at 
the  time,  or  after  it  has  been  or  shall  have  been  made. 

^^  If  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  pliuntiff  procured  another 
insurance  with  the  Hamburgh-Bremen  Fire  Insurance  Company 
upon  the  same  property  covered  by  the  policy  sued  on,  and  that  the 
plfuntiff  did  not  give  notice  to  the  defendant,  or  its  authorized 
agents,  of  such  other  insurance,  then  by  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  the  policy  sued  on,  such  policy  became  void." 

The  jury  found  against  the  evidence  and  contrary  to  the  law,  and 
there  is  no  conflict  in  the  testimony  which  should  prevent  a  Court 
from  setting  aside  the  verdict,  even  upon  the  ground  that  the  same 
is  contrary  to  the  evidence. 

The  appellant's  specification  is,  ^^  that  having  obtained  fit>m  the 
Hamburgh-Bremen  fire  Insurance  Company  a  policy  of  insurance 
on  the  same  property  insured  by  the  defendant  subsequent  to  the 
issuance  of  the  policy  by  defendant  sued  on,  plaintiff  failed  to  give 
defendant  notice  of  obtaining  said  subsequent  policy,  as  required  by 
the  stipulations  made  and  indorsed  on  the  policy  issued  by  defend- 
ant." The  assignment  is  good,  and  fully  sustained  in  any  and 
every  proper  view  and  aspect  of  the  case. 

The  order  of  the  District  Court  was  error,  and  must  be  reversed, 
the  judgment  vacated,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 


1869.]  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  279 

The  County  of  White  Fine  «.  Aah. 


THE  COUNTY  OF  WHITE  PINE,  Rmpohdiiht,  v.  AUGUS- 
TUS ASH,  Appbllant. 

■ 

New  Couktiks — Taxis  on  Procekds  of  Mines.  Under  the  Act  creating  White 
Pine  County,  (Stats.  1869,  187)  which  took  effect  on  April  1st,  1869,  the 
Assessor  and  ex  officio  Tax  Collector  proceeded  in  April  to  assess  the  proceeds 
of  mines  in  his  county,  and  collected  the  tax  leried  on  the  same  for  the  quarter 
ending  March  Slst,  1869,  and  preceding  the  organization  of  the  new  county: 
Heldf  that  the  tax  for  that  quarter  was  properly  assessed,  levied,  and  collected 
in  and  as  of  White  Pine  County. 

FiBff-QUABTER  Taxsp  ON  PftocfEEDfl  OF  M1NI8.  Tsxcs  on  procccds  of  mines  for 
the  first  quarter  of  the  year  cannot  be  assessed,  levied  or  collected,  before  the 
first  Monday  of  April  of  such  year ;  and  they  are  to  be  assessed,  levied,  and 
collected  by  the  ofiScers  of  the  county  in  which  the  mines  are  then  situated, 
though  they  may  have  been  during  such  quarter  in  another  county. 

Appbal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Eighth  Judicial  District, 
Wlute  Pine  County. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

F,  W.  Cohj  for  Appellant. 

JP.  JST.  Kennedy  J  for  Respondent. 

[No  briefs  on  file.] 

By  the  Court,  Johnson,  J. : 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  of  defendant  a  stated  amount  of 
moneys  collected  by  him  as  taxes  on  the  proceeds  of  mines  in  ssdd 
county.  The  case  was  tried  in  the  Court  below  on  an  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts,  and  the  judgment  was  for  plaintiff,  from  which  defend- 
ant appeals.  The  matters  in  issue  will  be  explained  by  the  following 
statement : 

By  virtue  of  "  An  Act  to  create  the  County  of  White  Pine,  and 
to  provide  for  its  Organization,"  (Stats.  1869, 137)  which  Act  took 
effect  from  and  after  the  firat  day  of  April,  1869,  a  separate  county 
named  as  above  was  created  out  of  territory  which  formerly  was  in 
Lander  County.     Under  the  Act  referred  to,  defendant  became 
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Assessor,  and  ex  officio  Collector  of  certain  taxes  in  said  County  of 
White  Pine  ;  that  between  first  Monday  of  April  and  May,  1869, 
he  assessed  the  proceeds  for  the  previous  quarter — ending  March 
81st — of  the  mines  in  said  county.  On  the  tenth  of  April,  the  Board 
of  Commissioners  of  White  Pine  County  levied  the  amount  of  tax 
authorized  by  law  on  such  proceeds,  which  the  defendant  afterwards 
collected — the  payment  thereof  being  made  under  protest — on  the 
grounds,  we  infer  from  counsel's  points,  that  the  product  of  these 
mines  being  for  the  quarter  preceding  the  establishment  of  White 
Pine  County,  is  therefore  not  taxable  in  said  county ;  and  it  is  un- 
derstood that  defendant  withholds  these  moneys  merely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  his  responsibility,  whether  to  the  county  or  the  pro- 
testing tax  payer  judicially  determined,  so  that  he  may  act  advisedly 
in  the  premises.  Therefore,  the  only  question  before  us  seems  to 
be,  whether  the  authorities  of  White  Pine  County  had  lawful  right 
to  assess,  levy,  and  collect  the  taxes  aforesaid,  which  question  must 
necessarily  be  determined  upon  the  statutes  relating  thereto.  It  is 
provided  : 

1st.  That  a  tax  shall  be  imposed  upon  the  assessed  value  of  all 
taxable  property  in  the  State,  including  the  proceeds  of  mines  and 
mining  claims.     (Stats.  1867, 159,  Sec.  1.) 

2d.  The  proceeds  of  all  mines  shall  be  assessed  and  taxed  in  the 
county  wherein  the  mine  or  mines  are  located.  (Stats.  18t)4-5, 
808,  Sec.  105.) 

Sd.  The  Assessor  is  required  to  assess  the  proceeds  of  mines  in 
his  county  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  year,  as  in  this  case,  between 
the  first  Monday  of  April  and  May.  (Stats.  1864-5,  807,  Sec. 
101.)  And  the  assessment  and  collection  of  such  taxes  in  each 
quarter  shall  be  for  the  preceding  quarter  year.  (Stats.  1867, 
160,  Sec.  4.) 

4th.  The  Assessor  is  required  to  pay  these  tax  collections  to 
the  Treasurer  of  the  county  where  assessed  and  collected.  (Stats. 
1864-5,  312,  Sec.  114.) 

It  is  seen  that  the  organization  of  White  Pme  County  dates  back 
to  the  first  day  of  April,  1869,  after  which  time  the  powers  and 
duties  of  its  officers  under  the  revenue  laws  of  the  State  were  pre- 
cisely the  same  as  in  other  counties.     It  is  further  shown,  that  the 
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mining  tax  for  the  quarter  ending  March  Slat,  1869,  could  not  be 
lawfully  assessed,  levied,  or  collected,  before  the  first  Monday — ^in 
this  year  the  fifth  day — of  April.  At  this  date,  the  mines  from 
whence  came  the  taxable  product,  by  the  creation  of  another  coun- 
ty, had  been  vdthdrawn  from  the  jurisdiction  of  Lander  County  and 
its  officers.  But  this  act  did  not  absolve  the  mine-owner  from  lia- 
bility for  such  tax,  but  simply  transferred  the  assessment  levy  and 
collection  of  it  to  another  set  of  officers,  to  wit :  of  the  county  in 
which  the  mines  were  located.  This  view  is  in  harmony  with  the 
various  provisions  of  statutes  herem  cited,  nor  do  we  find  anything 
in  conffict  with  it. 

It  therefore  follows,  that  the  defendant,  as  such  Assessor,  was 
fully  empowered  to  collect  these  taxes,  and  payment  thereof  should 
be  made  to  the  Treasurer  of  White  Pine  County  as  by  law  provided. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


JOHN  COVINGTON  et  a&.,  Respondents,  v.  JOHN  BECK-        |  gj 

ER  et  a&.— E.  LAMB,  Appellant.  ?  |g 

8    891 
Water  Rights — No   Riparian  Propriktorship  on  Public  Land.    In  a  suit  to       |  H  ^iQ«* 
enjoin  the  diversion  of  water  from  a  river,  which  was  first  appropriated  by  the 
phiintifi^,  it  was  stipulated  that  "  the  only  title  to  the  lands  of  plaintifis  and 
defendants  is  a  possessory  one,  the  fee  being  in  the  General  Goremment: 
Hdd,  that  this  agreement  rebutted  the  proposition  of  a  defendant  that  he  was 
a  riparian  proprietor,  or  oould  claim  the  water  as  such. 
Appeal   on   Gonplict  op  Eyidknce.    A  judgment  will  not  be  set  aside  by  the 
Supreme  Court  on  the  ground  of  being  contrary  to  the  eyidence,  where  there 
appears  to  be  a  conflict  of  evidence,  unless  there  be  such  a  decided  preponder- 
ance  against  it  as  to  create  a  conviction  that  it  was  the  result  of  mistake  or 
misconduct 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Sixth  Judicial  District, 
Lander  County. 

This  was  an  action  for  an  injunction  brought  by  John  Covington, 
George  M.  Dyer,  A.  F.  Kerchival,  and  Q.  A.  McCracken,  against 
John  Becker,  E«  Lamb,  and  a  large  number  of  others^  to  restrain 
ihem  from  divertmg  the  waters  of  Reese  River  at  a  point  about  fif- 
teen nules  south  of  Jacobsville.    It  appears  that  the  plaintifis  pos- 

19 
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sessed  lands  through  which  the  riyer  flowed,  and  used  its  waters  for 
agricultural  purposes.  The  defendants  respectively  possessed  lands 
further  up  the  river,  and  it  is  alleged  that  after  the  appropriation 
bj  plmtifib,  as  above  stated,  they  diverted  all  the  water  for  their 
own  agricultural  purposes.  Lamb  possessed  four  hundred  and  forty 
acres,  and  the  river  ran  through  it. 

By  the  decree,  the  action  was  dismissed  as  to  a  number  of  the  de- 
fendants ;  but  Lamb  was  enjoined  from  diverting  more  of  the  water 
of  the  river  during  the  dry  season  than  was  necessary  to  irrigate 
fifteen  acres  of  ground  cultivated  in  grain  and  vegetables,  and  from 
diverting  water  to  any  extent  which  would  prevent  a  stream  one  foot 
in  width  and  five  inches  in  depth  from  flowing  into  plamtiflEs'  land. 

D.  W.  Welty^  for  Appellant  Lamb. 

George  S.  Hupp  and  Wren  ^  OroyUmd^  for  Respondents. 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

This  case  was  originally  appealed  by  Covington  ei  ab.,  plaintiflb, 
in  the  Court  below,  and  one  of  the  defendants  named  Lamb.  The 
former  have  dismissed  their  appeal,  and  Lamb  is  alone  before  this 
Court. 

The  assignments  of  error  are  numerous,  but  all,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  fourth,  are  addressed  to  the  specification  of  error  in  the 
findings  and  judgment  on  matters  of  evidence.  The  fourth  assign- 
ment referred  to  above  is  as  follows : 

"  That  these  defendants  are  riparian  proprietors  on  Reese  River 
above  the  land  of  plainti£&,  and  are  entitled  to  use  the  water  of  the 
stream  in  irrigating  their  lands  for  agricultural  purposes,  without 
any  liability  on  that  account  to  plaintiffi." 

The  agreement  in  the  record  rebuts  the  proposition  that  Lamb  is 
a  riparian  proprietor  thus :  '^  The  only  tide  to  the  lands  of  plaintifis 
and  defendants  is  a  possessory  one ;  the  fee  being  in  the  General 
Government."  The  law  applied  in  the  case  was  that  universally 
recognized  in  this  State  and  California  in  such  state  of  facts — ^that 
of  prior  appropriation ;  and  it  is  not  complained  that  it  was  incor- 
rectly applied,  if  the  findings  were  warranted  by  tiie  evidence,  save 
upon  the  hypothesis  that  Lamb  was  a  riparian  proprietor.    As  to 
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that  fact,  in  the  sensjd  intended  by  the  assignment,  it  has  been  seen 
that  Lamb  has  agreed  himself  out  of  Court.  If  the  fact  was 
otherwise,  and  as  claimed  in  the  assignment,  it  would  be  doubtful, 
to  say  the  least,  under  the  weight  of  authority  at  the  present  time, 
if  he  would  be  thereby  benefited.  (LoldeU  y.  Simpson^  2  Nev. 
274.)  As  this  question,  generally  considered,  may  and  probably 
will  become  of  extreme  and  practical  importance,  it  is  not  intended 
to  intimate  any  opinion  thereon,  as  it  is  not  necessary  under  the 
fiicts  for  the  decision  of  this  case. 

As  to  the  other  assignments,  they  are  covered  by  the  rule  laid 
down  in  QuitU  and  Hardy  v.  The  Ophir  Silver  Mining  Co,y  (4 
Nev.  304)  as  follows :  "  The  law  is  now  thoroughly  settled  that  a 
verdict  will  not  be  set  aside  by  an  Appellate  Court  upon  this  ground 
[conffict  of  testimony]  when  the  lower  Court  has  refused  to  do  so, 
unless  there  be  such  a  decided  preponderance  of  evidence  agidnst 
it  as  to  create  a  conviction  that  it  was  the  result  of  mistake  or  mis- 
conduct on  the  part  of  the  jury."  There  is,  in  this  case,  certainly 
substantial  evidence  to  warrant  the  decision  of  the  District  Court, 
complicated  and  contradictory  in  some  particulars  it  is  true,  but  yet 
it  must  be  confessed,  upon  entire  perusal,  that  it  does  not  clearly 
appear  that  appellant  has  any  legal  cause  for  objection.  The  find- 
ings and  decree  are  as  favorable  to  him  as  the  whole  testimony 
justified. 

The  order  refusing  motion  for  new  trial,  and  decree  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court,  are  correct,  and  must  be  affirmed. 

It  is  so  ordered. 


GEORGE   L.   GIBSON,  Rbspondbnt,  v.   H.    S.    MASON, 
Treasurer  of  Ormsby  County,  Appellant. 

PoFULAR  GoTiRNinENT.  The  maxim  that  all  political  power  originates  with  the 
people  lies  at  the  foundation  of  our  political  system ;  but  aft«r  the  organization 
of  gOTemment  it  is  only  through  their  representatives  that  the  people  can 
exercise  it. 

Fedxral  and  Stats  Powers.  The  Federal  Goyernment  was  organized  by  the 
concession  to  it  of  such  certain  specified  powers  as  were  deemed  necessary  to 
Mcare  and  promote  the  general  welfare  of  all  the  States^  the  residumn  being 
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retained  by  the  people ;  and  these  reserved  powers  are  supreme  and  absolute 
over  life,  liberty,  and  property,  except  as  restrained  or  limited  by  their  own 
concessions  through  the  Federal  Constitution. 

RxsxRVED  SovEBEiON  PowKRfl  OF  THS  States.  The  powers  reserved  by  the  peo- 
ple from  the  Federal  Government  have  never  been,  nor  are  they  in  any  instance 
exercised  by  the  people  at  large,  but  by  the  governments  of  the  States,  which 
are  clothed  with  all  the  sovereign  authority  so  reserved. 

Co-OBDiNATi  Branches  of  State  Government.  Each  department  of  the  State 
government — ^legislative,  executive,  and  judicial — ^is  supreme  within  its  respect- 
ive sphere 

Legislative  Power  of  State  Legislature.  The  State  Legislature  possesses 
legislative  power  unlimited  except  by  the  Federal  Constitution,  and  such  re- 
strictions as  are  expressly  placed  upon  it  by  the  State  Constitution ;  it  is  within 
the  sphere  of  legislation  the  exponent  of  the  popular  will,  endowed  with  all 
the  power  in  this  respect  which  the  people  themselves  possessed  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution. 

The  Legislature  the  Judge  of  Ezpedienct.  The'  power  to  make  the  law  must 
necessarily  carry  with  it  the  right  to  judge  of  its  expediency  and  justice. 

Ormsbt  County  Railroad  Bonds.  The  Act  authorizlDg  the  issuance  of  the 
bonds  of  Ormsby  County  to  the  Virginia  and  Truckee  Railroad  Company  (Stats. 
1869,  48)  is  not  unconstitutional. 

Legislative  Power  as  to  Aiding  Railroads.  Section  ten  of  article  eight  of 
the  Constitution,  which  prohibits  counties,  cities,  and  towns  from  becoming 
stockholders  in  corporations,  or  loaning  their  credit  in  fud  of  any  corporations, 
except  railroad  companies,  though  it  does  not  confer  any  right  upon  such 
organizations,  does  not  prevent  the  Legislature  from  authorizlDg  a  county  to 
aid  a  railroad,  either  by  loaning  its  credit,  donation,  or  otherwise. 

Mbaning  of  ^*  Loaning  Credit."  To  allow  a  county  to  loan  its  credit  to  a  rail- 
road company  (Const.,  Art  YIII,  Sec.  10)  is  virtually  allowing  a  donation, 
because  the  right  to  loan  its  credit  must  involve  the  right  to  pay  any  liabilities 
which  may  be  incurred  by  that  means. 

Meaning  of  "Dub  Process  of  Law."  By  *'due  process  of  law,"  as  used  in 
section  eight  of  article  one  of  the  Constitution,  is  meant  such  general  legal 
forms  and  course  of  proceedings  as  were  known  either  to  the  common  law,  or 
as  were  generally  recognized  in  this  country  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution. 

Collection  of  Taxes  bt  Summart. Process.  The  power  of  taxation  carries  with 
it  the  right  and  power  of  collecting  taxes  by  summary  process. 

Local  or  Special  Law  of  Taxation.  Section  twenty  of  article  four  of  the 
Constitution,  so  far  as  it  forbids  local  or  special  laws  "  for  the  assessment  and 
collection  of  taxes,"  was  intended  sunply  to  inhibit  local  or  special  laws  re- 
specting or  regulating  the  manner  or  mode  of  assessing  and  collecting  taxes, 
and  does  not  prevent  the  Legislature  from  authorizing  or  directing  County 
Commissioners  from  levying  a  special  tax  by  the  passage  of  a  local  law. 

Meaning  of  "For  Assessuent  and  Collection  of  Taxes."  The  word  "for"  in 
section  twenty  of  article  four  of  the  Constitution,  which  inhibits  local  or  special 
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laws  *'  for  the  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes,*'  means  **  with  respect  to/' 
or  "  with  regard  to." 

LxoiSLATiYK  PowKR  OF  TAXATION  Unliuitcd.  So  far  as  the  extent  of  taxation 
is  concerned,  or  the  purposes  for  which  taxes  may  be  levied,  provided  such 
purposes  are  public  in  their  nature,  there  is  no  limit  or  restriction  placed  upon 
the  legislative  power. 

Railroads  Public  Improvrxents.  A  railroad  1^  a  public  improvement  and  a 
proper  object  for  public  aid ;  and  the  mere  fact  that  private  individuals  are  to 
own  it  and  receive  the  tolls  in  no  wise  impairs  or  diminishes  the  advantages  to 
be  derived  from  it  to  the  public. 

Railroad  Uses  Public  Uses.  It  is  only  on  the  ground  that  railroads  are  pub- 
lic improvements  that  private  property  can  be  condemned  for  their  uses ;  for 
in  no  case  can  private  property  be  taken,  even  where  just  compensation  is  paid, 
except  for  public  uses. 

CouHTT  Bonds  for  Railroad  Aid.  As  money  may  be  raised  by  taxation  for 
aiding  railroads,  bonds  may  be  issued  for  the  same  purpose  to  be  paid  by 
means  of  taxation. 

Taxation  for  Interest  of  Unissued  County  Bonds.  Under  the  Act  author- 
izing the  issuance  of  the  bonds  of  Ormsby  County  in  aid  of  the  Virginia  and 
Tnickee  Railroad  Company,  (Stats.  1869, 43)  the  County  Commissioners  of  that 
County,  before  the  issue  of  the  bonds,  levied  a  tax  for  the  purpose  of  meeting 
interest :  Eddy  that  the  levy  was  not  premature,  any  more  than  a  levy  would 
be  for  any  other  anticipated  liability. 

Statutory  Construction — Object  and  Means.  As  it  is  a  rule  of  construction 
that  when  anything  is  required  to  be  done  the  usual  means  may  be  adopted 
for  performing  it,  the  Courts,  In  the  interpretation  of  statutes,  so  construe  them 
as  to  carry  out  the  manifest  purpose  of  the  Legislature ;  and  this  has  been 
done  in  opposition  sometimes  to  the  very  words  of  an  Act. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Second  Judicial  District, 
Ormsby  County. 

The  defendants  in  this  action  were  H.  F.  Bice,  S.  E.  Jones,  and 
A.  B.  Driesbach,  as  and  composing  the  Board  of  County  Commis- 
sioners, and  H.  S.  Mason,  County  Treasurer  and  ex  officio  Tax 
Collector  of  Ormsby  County.  The  Treasurer  and  County  Com- 
missioners took  separate  appeals  from  the  orders  allowing  and  re- 
fusing to  dissolve  the  injunctions  against  them  respectively.  The 
following  opinion  was  written  on  the  appeal  of  the  Treasurer,  but, 
as  will  be  seen,  it  covers  the  appeal  of  the  Commissioners  also. 

SSlyeTj  Wood  ^  Deai,  for  Appellants. 

I.  The  Legislature  had  power  to  authorize  and  direct  the  county 
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bonds  to  be  issued  to  the  Railroad  Company.  (  O-dpecke  v.  City  of 
Dubuque,  1  MaUatt,  175;  80  Cal.  485;  27  Cal.  175;  22  Cai.  879; 
28  Cal.  823 ;  26  Cal.  642  ;  15  Corns.  475 ;  18  K  Y.  88 ;  Sedg- 
wick on  Const,  and  Stat.  Law,  180-188.) 

There  is  no  prohibition  in  the  Constitution.  Section  ten  of  article 
eight  prohibits  nothing  as  to  railroad  companies.  If  a  donation  is 
included  in  the  expressions  ^^  become  a  stockholder,"  or  ^'  loan  its 
credit,"  then  railroad  companies  are  expressly  excepted  from  the 
operations  of  the  section.  If  donation  is  a  distinct  thing  and  not 
included  in  those  expressions,  then  a  county  is  not  prohibited  from 
making  a  donation,  even  to  other  corporations  and  associations  than 
rulroad  companies.  Upon  no  construction  is  anything  forbidden  in 
respect  to  railroad  companies. 

The  power  cannot  be  denied  by  implication,  nor  otherwise  than 
by  a  positive  prohibition,  clear  beyond  doubt.  (26  Cal.  161 ;  24 
Wendell,  215 ;  24  Barb.  248 ;  17  N  .Y.  235 ;  Sedgwick  on  Const, 
and  Stat.  Law,  483.) 

n.  The  tax  was  not  prematurely  levied.  The  levy  was  in  literal 
compliance  with  the  wording  of  the  Act,  for  it  was  levied  annually 
at  the  same  time  as  other  taxes.  It  was  in  compliance  with  the 
spirit  of  the  statute — ^for  the  purpose  of  the  Act  was  to  meet  the 
interest  when  due,  and  this  could  only  be  done  by  a  levy  made  in 
this  year. 

The  State  had  full  power  over  the  subject  and  authority  to  direct 
the  tax  to  be  collected  before  the  bon(is  might  be  issued.  The  Com- 
missioners, not  being  restricted  by  special  statutory  directions,  had 
a  right  to  use  their  discretion — to  take  cognizance  of  facts  and 
probabilities  as  in  regard  to  most  other  taxes,  and  make  the  levy  in 
time  to  save  the  credit  of  the  county,  and  fulfill  the  provisions  which 
they  were  morally  certain  they  would  be  compelled  by  law  to  make. 
(22  Ind.  204 ;  23  Geo.  566 ;  32  Eng.  Law  and  Eq.  249 ;  19 
Mo.  187 ;  13  Cal.  343 ;  14  Cal.  148 ;  11  Penn.  State  61 ;  10 
Mass.  115.) 

Clayton  ^  Davies,  for  Respondent. 

I.  The  Act  in  question  is  in  conflict  with  section  ten,  article 
eight,  of  the  Constitution.    That  section,  m  the  old  Constitution  of 
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1868,  prohibited  countieB  from  subscribing  to  the  stock  of,  or  lend- 
ing credit  to,  anj  corporation  whatever ;  and  it  was  the  manifest 
intention  of  the  constitutional  convention  of  1864  to  amend  it  only 
to  the  extent  of  allowing  counties,  cities,  etc.,  to  subscribe  for  stock 
of  railroad  companies,  or  to  lend  their  credit  in  aid  of  such  compa- 
nies :  no  farther  power  was  to  be  allowed.  The  right  to  donate  was 
not  contemplated.  The  design  was  to  prevent  bjudicious  invest- 
ments of  the  general  property  of  the  people  of  a  county  or  city  in 
joint  stock  companies,  and  to  allow  such  investments  to  be  made  in 
the  stock  of  rulroad  corporations  only  where  an  equivalent  in  the 
diape  of  mortgage  bonds  or  capital  stock  was  received  in  return. 

n.  The  Act  conflicts  with  section  nine,  article  eight,  of  the  Con* 
stitution,  which  provides  that  ''The  State  shall  not  donate  or 
loan  money,  or  its  credit,  subscribe  to,  or  be  interested  in,  the  stock 
of  any  company,  association,  or  corporation,  except  corporations 
formed  for  educational  or  charitable  purposes."  Now,  while  the 
State  is  allowed  to  donate  for  certain  purposes,  no  provision  is  made 
for  counties  to  do  so ;  and  as  this  kind  of  a  transaction,  nvdum 
pactum  as  it  is,  is  universally  discouraged  at  law,  no  such  right 
can  be  exercised,  unless  the  same  is  expressly  granted.  Again,  if 
the  Legislature  can  compel  the  county  of  Ormsby  to  donate  to  a 
railroad  corporation,  it  can  in  the  same  way  compel  every  other 
county  in  the  State  to  do  the  same  thing,  and  thus  practically 
donate  the  money  and  credit  of  the  State  in  defiance  of  the  Consti- 
tution. 

m.  The  Act  is  repugnant  to  section  eight,  article  one,  of  the 
Constitution  of  this  State,  and  to  article  five  of  the  amendments  to 
tlie  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  provide  that  ''  No 
person  shall  be  deprived  of  his  property  without  due  process  of 
law." 

Statutes  which  would  deprive  a  citizen  of  the  rights  of  person  or 
property  without  a  regular  trial,  according  to  the  course  and  usage 
of  the  common  law,  would  not  be  the  ''  due  process  of  law  "  in  the 
sense  of  the  Constitution.  (Hohe  v.  Sendersony  4  Devereux,  N.  C« 
12 ;  2  Coke,  litt.  60 ;  3  Story  on  Const.,  264  and  661 ;  1 
Kent's  Com.  612,  618,  and  note  c ;  2  Yerger,  600 ;  10  Yerger, 
71 ;  4  Hm,  146 ;  18  Wendell,  69 ;  19  Wendell,  676 ;  6  Paige, 
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159 ;  5  Barbour,  481 ;  8  Comstock,  516.)  The  Act  is  also  repug- 
nant  to  the  provisions  vhich  forbid  the  taking  of  private  property 
for  public  use  without  just  compensation.  While  private  property 
may  be  taken,  upon  just  compensation,  for  public  use,  it  cannot  be 
taken,  against  the  consent  of  the  owner,  for  private  use,  even  when 
just  compensation  is  made  or  offered ;  and  much  less  can  it  be  taken 
for  private  use  without  just  compensation.  (18  Wendell,  59 ;  19 
Wendell,  676 ;  4  Hill,  145.) 

lY .  The  Act  is  in  violation  of  section  twenty,  article  four,  of  the 
Constitution,  which  forbids  local  or  Special  legislation  in  regard  to 
the  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes  for  State,  county,  or  town- 
ship purposes.  K  this  tax  is  not  for  any  of  these  purposes,  the 
Legislature  had  no  right  to  impose  it ;  if  it  is  for  any  of  these  pur- 
poses, special  leg^Iation  concerning  the  same  is  expressly  forbidden. 

y .  The  Act,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  divest  the  property  of  one, 
and  transfer  the  same  to  another,  is  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the 
legislative  department  to  exercise  functions  appertuning  to  the 
judiciary,  which  can  only  be  done  by  sentence  of  a  competent 
Court.  (4  Devereux,  N.  C.  12 ;  3  Scammon,  238.)  And  in  so 
far  as  it  thus  attempts  to  take  property  without  giving  anything  in 
satisfaction,  the  act  is  repugnant  to  nfitural  justice.  (  WUkinson  v. 
Leland,  2  Peters,  657 ;  9  B.  Monroe,  845 ;  4  Ohio,  291.) 

YI.  All  political  power  is  lodged  originally  in  the  people,  and  all 
power  not  granted  in  the  Constitution  to  one  of  the  three  coordi- 
nate branches  of  the  State  Government,  still  remains  in  the  people 
to  be  exercised  as  they  see  fit.  Has  the  Legislature  the  power  to 
compel  a  county  to  lend  its  credit  to  or  subscribe  for  the  stock  of  a 
railroad  corporation  ?  The  better  course  would  seem  to  be,  and  one 
more  in  keeping  with  the  fundamental  maxims  of  a  free  government, 
to  submit  such  propositions  to  the  voters  of  the  county.  If  the 
Act  is  constitutional  and  just,  then  with  equal  propriety  might  the 
Legislature  at  its  next  session  require  the  people  of  Ormsby  County 
to  donate  to  any  person  it  might  choose,  one  hundred  thousani  dol- 
lars, upon  his  building  a  substantial  edifice  for  his  private  residence 
in  Carson  City. 

Under  our  form  of  government,  the  Le^lature  is  not  supreme. 
It  is  only  one  of  the  organs  of  that  absolute  sovereignty  which 
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reffldes  in  the  whole  body  of  the  people ;  like  other  departments  of 
government,  it  can  only  exercise  such  powers  as  have  been  dele- 
gated to  it ;  and  when  it  steps  beyond  that  boundary  its  acts,  like 
those  of  the  most  humble  magistrate  of  the  State,  who  transcends 
his  jurisdiction,  are  utterly  void.  (BiSingi  v.  HaU^  7  Cal.  10 ; 
Naugues  v,  Douglass,  7  Cal.  70 ;  Hanson  v.  Vernon^  8  Western 
Jurist,  184 ;  Whiting  v.  Sheboygan  B.  B.  Co.^  1  Chicago  Leg.  J. 
878 ;  Ourtis  v.  Whipple,  Leg.  J.  885.) 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

This  appeal  is  taken  from  an  order  granting  an  injunction  against 
the  defendant,  whereby  he  is  restrained  from  collecting  a  certain  tax 
levied  by  the  Commissioners  of  Ormsby  County  in  pursuance  of  au- 
thority conferred  by  an  Act  of  the  Legislature,  approved  January 
27th,  A.D.  1869. 

It  is  attempted  here  to  sustain  the  action  of  the  Court  below  upon 
the  grounds :  1st,  that  the  Act  authorizing  the  tax  in  question  is 
unconstitutional  and  void ;  and  2d,  that  under  the  terms  of  the  law 
itself,  the  tax  is  prematurely  levied.  The  Act  directing  the  levy  of 
this  tax  also  authorizes  the  Commissioners  to  issue  to  the  Virginia 
and  Truckee  Bailroad  Company  the  bonds  of  the  county  to  the 
extent  of  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  the  tax  in  question  being 
levied  to  meet  the  interest  to  accrue  on  them.  An  injunction  was 
also  issued  by  the  same  Court  at  the  same  time  enjoining  the  issu- 
ance of  these  bonds,  from  which  an  appeal  is  likewise  taken  by  the 
Commissioners.  As  the  unconstitutionality  of  the  Act  is  the  only 
ground  upon  which  it  is  attempted  to  justify  the  second  order,  it 
will  only  be  necessary  to  consider  the  first  appeal,  as  that  embraces 
the  sole  question  involved  in  the  second.  A  clear  understanding  of 
the  nature  of  the  law  and  the  character  of  the  tax,  the  coUection  of 
which  is  enjoined,  may  be  obtained  from  these  sections  which  em- 
body its  principal  features : 

Section  1.*  '^  Whenever,  within  eighteen  months  from  the  pas- 
sage of  this  Act,  the  Virginia  and  Truckee  Railroad  Company,  a 
corporation  existing  under  the  laws  of  this  State,  shall  have  com- 
pleted the  construction  of  a  first  class  iron  railroad  from  some  point 
within  the  limits  of  the  City  of  Carson  to  a  point  upon  the  county 
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line  of  Ormsby  County,  on  the  line  of  a  railroad  between  said  city 
and  the  City  of  Virginia,  Storey  County,  and  the  same  shall  be  in 
complete  readiness  to  receiye  the  rolling  stock  proper  therefor,  the 
Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  Ormsby  Counly  are  hereby  au- 
thorized and  directed  to  prepare  and  issue  the  bonds  of  said  county 
to  the  amount  of  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  in  the  form  herein- 
after specified,  and  deliver  the  same  to  the  Virginia  and  Truckee 
Railroad  Company,  for  its  benefit.  ^ 

Sec.  8.  ^'  Immediately  after  being  notified  by  the  Company  of 
the  fulfillment  of  the  conditions  upon  which  said  bonds  are  to  issue 
as  above  stated,  the  Board  of  Commissioners  shall  proceed  to  satisfy 
themselves,  by  personal  inspection  or  otherwise,  of  the  &ct  of  the 
performance  of  said  conditions,  and  on  being  so  satisfied  shall  with- 
out delay  prepare,  issue  and  deliver  the  bonds  as  above  directed : 
provided^  that  the  certificate  of  the  Surveyor-General  of  the  State 
and  the  County  Surveyor  of  Ormsby  County  to  the  fact  of  fulfillment 
of  said  conditions  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  thereof  to  said  Com- 
missioners. 

Sec.  4.  <<  The  said  Board  of  County  Commissioners  are  hereby 
authorized  and  required  to  levy  and  collect  annually,  until  all  of 
said  bonds  issued  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  have  been 
fully  paid  or  provided  for,  a  tax  of  one  per  cent,  upon  all  taxable 
property  of  Ormsby  County,  to  be  applied  exclusively  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  principal  and  interest  of  said  bonds,  to  be  issued  as 
herein  provided :  providedj  that  for  the  first  two  years  after  the 
issuafice  of  said  bonds,  the  surplus  of  the  proceeds  of  sud  tax,  if 
any  there  be,  after  the  payment  of  said  interest,  shall  be  paid  into 
the  General  Fund  of  said  county,  and  afker  said  two  years  said  sur- 
plus shall  be  used  in  the  Redemption  Fund  as  hereinafter  provided. 

Sec.  5.  ^^  The  siud  Board  of  County  Commissioners  are  fur&er 
authorized  and  required  to  levy  and  collect  annually,  during  the  five 
years  succeeding  the  two  years  above  mentioned,  such  tax  upon  all 
the  taxable  property  in  Ormsby  County,  in  addition  to  the  aforesaid 
tax  of  one  per  cent.,  as  shall  be  sufficient  to  raise  the  sum  of  five 
thousand  dollars  per  annum,  to  be  applied  exclusively  to  the  redemp* 
tion  of  the  said  bonds  to  be  issued  as  herein  provided.  And  after 
said  five  years  the  said  Commissioners  shall  levy  and  collect  annu- 
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ally,  in  addition  to  said  tax  of  one  per  cent.,  such  forther  tax,  if  any 
shall  be  necessary,  as  will  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  accruing  interest, 
and  to  redeem  annually  one-eighth  of  the  amount  of  bonds  outstand- 
ing at  the  end  of  seven  years  from  the  date  of  this  issuance. 

Sec.  6.  "  The  amount  raised  by  the  tax  levied  as  above  required, 
and  not  hereinbefore  directed  to  be  placed  in  the  General  Fund, 
shall  be  placed  in  a  separate  fund,  to  be  called  the  '  Railroad  Inter- 
est and  Sinking  Fund,'  which  shall  be  applied :  first,  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  semi-annual  interest,  as  above  directed  ;  and  second,  to 
the  redemption  of  said  bonds,  as  provided  in  the  following  sections." 

This  law  is  claimed  to  be  repugnant  to  natural  right  and  justice ; 
and  it  is  argued,  as  there  is  no  specific  power  granted  to  the  Le^a- 
lature  authorizing  the  passage  of  such  a  law,  it  must  be  held  unau* 
thorised  and  void.  To  answer  this  branch  of  the  argument  for 
respondent,  it  becomes  necessary  to  ascertain  the  limits  of  the  leg- 
islative power  of  the  State,  and  the  extent  of  the  judicial  power  to 
annul  or  circumscribe  legislative  action. 

The  maxim,  which  lies  at  the  foundation  of  our  government, 
is  that  all  political  pow^  originates  with  the  people.  But  since 
the  organization  of  government,  it  cannot  be  claimed  that  either 
the  legislative,  executive,  or  judicial  powers,  either  wholly  or  in 
part,  can  be  exercised  by  them.  By  the  institution  of  government 
the  people  surrender  the  exercise  of  all  these  sovereign  functions  of 
government  to  agents  chosen  by  themselves,  who  at  least  theoreti- 
cally represent  the  supreme  will  of  their  constituents.  Thus,  all 
power  possessed  by  the  people  themselves  is  ^ven  and  centered  in 
their  chosen  representatives.  The  Federal  Government  was  organized 
by  the  concession  of  such  specified  powers  to  it  as  were  deemed 
necessary  to  secure  and  promote  the  general  welfare  of  all  the 
States ;  but  the  governmental  powers  so  conferred  are  admitted  to 
be  limited  to  the  few  objects  for  which  that  government  was  created, 
the  residuum  being  retained  by  the  people.  The  power  so  reserved 
must  be  admitted  to  be  supreme  and  absolute,  over  life,  liberty,  and 
property,  except  as  restrained  or  limited  by  their  own  concessions 
through  the  Federal  Constitution.  Although  possessed  by  them,  it 
is  not  now,  nor  has  it  ever  been,  exercised  by  the  people  at  large  in 
any  portion  of  the  Union.    But  another  government,  that  of  the 
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State,  is  formed,  which  is  usually  clothed  with  all  the  sdvereigu  au- 
thority reserved  by  the  .people  from  the  grant  of  powers  in  the 
Federal  Constitution.  This  is  accomplished  in  this  as  in  all  the 
States  but  one,  by  means  of  the  Constitution  adopted  by  themselves, 
whereby  all  political  power  is  conferred  upon  three  great  depart- 
ments, each  being  endowed  with  and  confined  to  the  execution  of 
powers  peculiar  to  itself. 

The  legislative  is  vested  in  two  bodies,  the  Senate  and  Assembly ; 
the  judicial  is  conferred  upon  certain  designated  Courts ;  and  ihe 
executive  upon  the  Oovemor.  By  the  law  so  creating  the  govern- 
ment, certain  rights  are  generally  reserved  by  the  people,  and  so 
placed  beyond  the  control  of,  or  infringement  by,  any  of  the  depart- 
ments of  the  State  organizations. 

The  government  so  organized  is  the  repository  of  all  the  power 
reserved  by  the  people  from  the  General  Government,  except  such 
as  may  be  expressly  denied  to  it  by  the  law  of  its  creation,  each 
department  being  supreme  within  its  respective  sphere,  the  Le^ 
lature  possessing  legislative  power  unlimited  except  by  the  Federal 
Constitution,  and  such  restrictions  as  ar#  expressly  placed  upon  it 
by  the  fundamental  law  of  the  State— the  Governor  having  the  sole 
and  supreme  power  of  executing  the  laws,  and  the  Courts  that  of 
interpreting  them.  But  it  has  been  denied  by  some  eminent  jurists 
as  it  is  by  counsel  in  this  case,  that  the  Legislature  is  endowed  with 
this  plenary  power ;  and  it  is  contended  that  there  are  otiier  restric- 
tions upon  its  authority  beside  the  provisions  of  the  Constitutions, 
Federal  and  State.  It  has  not,  to  our  knowledge,  ever  been  held 
that  the  State  Legislature  is,  like  the  Congress  of  the  United  States, 
confined  in  its  legislative  action  to  such  powers  as  are  expressly 
mentioned  and  delegated  to  it  in  the  Constitution. 

Such  construction  or  holding  would  circumscribe  its  powers  within 
such  narrow  limits,  that  probably  not  one  State  government  in  the 
Union  would  be  able  to  maintain  itself  for  any  considerable  length 
of  time,  with  its  present  Constitution — ^for  it  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  the  design  of  the  framers  of  any  of  those  instruments  to 
specifically  designate  all  the  powers  desired  to  be  conferred  upon 
the  legislative  branch  of  the  government,  but  rather  to  grant  the 
power  in  general  terms,  and  then  to  specify  such  restrictions  upon 


1869.]         SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  298 


Gibson  v.  Hasoiu 


it  as  might  be  deemed  desirable.  Such  is  the  mode  pursued  by  the 
framers  of  the  Constitution  of  this  State — ^thus  it  declares :  ^^  The 
legislative  authority  of  the  State  shall  be  vested  in  a  Senate  and 
Assembly,  which  shall  be  designated  the  ^  Legislature  of  the  State 
of  Nevada ' " ;  and  then  follow  certam  sections  regulating  the  or- 
ganization and  the  manner  in  which  its  duties  are  to  be  performed, 
together  with  others,  imposing  numerous  restrictions  upon  this 
power,  with  but  few  subjects  mentioned  upon  which  it  is  expressly 
authorized  to  legislate.  The  Federal  Constitution,  on  the  other 
hand,  specifically  enumerates  all  the  subjects  respecting  which  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  le^Iate — Whence,  its  powers  are 
rigidly  confined  to  such  subjects.  That  course  is  not  attempted  to 
be  pursued,  either  in  the  Constitution  of  this  State  or  that  of  any 
other  in  tiie  Union.  The  only  constitutional  provision  conferring 
power  of  legislation  is  that  quoted — excepting,  indeed,  the  few  cases 
in  which  laws  are  expressly  required  to  be  passed  upon'  particular 
subjects.  That  it  endows  the  Legislature  with  general  powers  of 
legislation  can  scarcely  be  questioned.  But  what  is  the  extent 
of  the  authority  thus  granted  ?  Does  it  embrace  all  the  power  of 
Hie  people,  or  only  a  limited  portion  7  Evidentiy  the  whole,  except 
such  as  is  expressly  reserved  and  conferred  upon  the  other  two 
branches  of  the  government.  The  Legislature  is  then  invested 
with  all  the  law-making  power  which  could  possibly  be  granted  by 
the  people.  If  not,  where  is  it  lodged  ?  Certainly,  not  in  either 
the  judicial  or  executive  departments ;  and  nothing  is  clearer  than 
that  it  is  not  retained  by  the  people  themselves,  for  they  possess 
no  power  of  legislation  whatever.  An  Act  of  the  Legislature 
made  dependent  upon  their  votes  or  approval  would  be  utterly 
void — and  so  it  has  frequentiy  been  held.  It  is  quite  clear,  that 
the  Legislature  is  within  the  sphere  of  legation  the  exponent  of 
the  popular  will,  endowed  with  all  the  power  in  this  respect  which 
the  people  themselves  possessed  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution. 

But,  notwithstanding  this  very  evident  investment  of  the  Le^ 
lature  with  the  sovereign  and  omnipotent  political  power  of  the 
people,  it  has  been  assumed  by  some  Judges,  and  so  argued  in  this 
ease,  that  the  Courts  have  the  right  to  annul  an  Act  of  the  Legis- 
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latore  upon  the  sole  ground  that  it  is  unjust ;  or,  as  it  is  put  in  Hiis 
oase,  oi^)osed  to  natural  justice ;  or,  by  some  Judges,  as  agunst 
the  '^  great  principles  of  eternal  right."  We  believe,  however,  that 
such  doctrine  cannot  be  reconciled  with  a  correct  view  of  our  form 
of  government  and  the  distribution  of  its  powers.  Whence  this 
power  in  the  judiciary  to  pass  upon  the  justice  or  injustice,  the  ex- 
pediency or  inexpediency,  of  an  act  of  a  coordinate  branch  of 
the  government  ?  It  is  not  given  in  the  Constitution.  The  Legis- 
lative power  is  not  limited  in  that  instrument  to  the  enactment  of 
just  laws,  or  such  as  may,  in  the  opinion  of  Judges,  be  deemed 
expedient.  Nor  did  the  people  think  it  necessary  in  any  way  to 
guard  themselves  from  laws  incompatible  with  that  uncertain  thing 
called  natural  justice ;  or  to  hedge  themselves  about  with  what 
Judges  are  pleased  to  caU  the  principles  of  eternal  justice.  This 
question  is  simply  one  of  power ;  the  Legislature  either  possesses 
it  unlimited,  or  not  at  all.  It  cannot  depend  upon  the  extent  or 
character  of  the  injustice  embodied  in  any  particular  law.  The 
Courts  are  no  more  authorized  to  annul  a  law  of  the  Le^lature 
because  opposed  to  the  principles  of  natural  justice,  than  because 
it  may  violate  the  simplest  natural  right.  It  cannot  be  supposed 
that  the  people,  in  delegating  power  to  the  Le^ature,  authorize 
it  to  violate  the  most  indifferent  natural  right  or  justice  any  more 
than  its  most  important  or  vital  principles ;  and  so,  if  the  locative 
authority  be  so  limited,  the  entire  civil  code  must  stand  the  severe 
test  of  natural  justice,  or  be  annulled  by  the  judiciary.  If  the 
Courts  possess  such  power,  then  indeed  are  all  tiie  other  branches 
of  the  State  government  entirely  under  the  control  and  supervision 
of  the  judicial.  Courts  can  as  well  set  aside  an  act  of  the  execu- 
tive upon  the  score  of  injustice,  as  that  of  the  Legislature.  If 
the  Constitution  has  not  linuted  the  powers  of  the  Legislature  to 
the  enactment  of  just  laws,  or  such  as  do  not  conflict  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  natu^al  justice,  the  Courts  have  no  more  right  to  so  re- 
strict it  than  they  have  to  test  the  validity  of  a  law  by  the  dogmas 
of  the  Church,  or  the  precepts  of  revealed  religion.  K  the  Legis- 
lature may  be  held  to  have  transcended  its  power  in  enacting  a  law 
opposed  to  the  first  principles  of  right,  it  may  be  held  to  do  so  at 
the  pleasure  or  caprice  of  Judges.  The  power  is  no  more  ^ven  in 
the  one  case  than  in  the  other. 
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Such  was  not  the  will  of  the  people  as  expressed  in  the  Consti- 
tution, bat  rather  that  each  of  the  three  great  departments  should 
be  supreme  within  its  sphere.  Surely,  the  power  to  make  the  law 
must  necessarily  carry  with  it  the  right  to  judge  of  its  expediency 
and  of  its  justice.  It  is  evident  that  a  law  or  legislative  act  may 
be  clearly  unjust  in  t}ie  individual  case ;  opposed  in  its  operations 
upon  some  individuals  to  the  principles  of  natural  justice ;  and  still 
be  not  only  an  expedient  law,  but  essential  to  the  welfare  of  the 
community  at  large.  Who  is  to  determine  that  a  law  palpably  and 
flagrantiy  unjust  upon  its  face  waa  not  called  for  by  an  imperious 
public  necessity  ?  Certainly,  the  Le^slature  and  not  the  Courts. 
They  have  admittedly  no  right  to  inquire  into  the  question  as  to 
whether  it  were  necessary  or  unnecessary,  expedient  or  inexped- 
ient, to  adopt  a  law.  Nor  have  they  any  greater  right  to  inquire 
as  to  its  justice  or  injustice  for  the  purpose  of  annulling  it.  No 
Judge  has  ever  attempted  to  carry  this  assumed  power  of  the  Courts 
to  its  legitimate  and  lo^cal  resists,  but  all  are  duly  acting  in  op- 
position to  it.  Thus,  it  is  a  violation  of  natural  justice  to  deprive 
a  man  of  the  right  to  recover  an  honest  debt  after  the  expiration  of 
a  limited  time,  but  no  Judge  has  ever  attempted  to  hold  a  limitation 
act  void  upon  the  ground  of  such  injustice.  It  is  clearly  opposed 
to  natural  justice  that  a  man  should  be  protected  in  the  enjoyment 
of  luxury  and  a  large  amount  of  property,  whilst  those  from  whom 
he  may  have  obtained  aU  are  not  allowed  to  have  satisfaction  of 
their  demands.  Yet  no  Court  will  claim  the  right  to  decide  an 
exemption  law  void  because  thus  unjust. 

Such  law,  while  it  does  not  directly  transfer  the  property  of  one 
man  to  another,  does  what  is  equally  unjust — ^protects  him  in  its 
enjoyment  after  he  has  obtained  it.  Laws  of  a  like  character  are 
daOy  coming  under  the  observation  of  Judges,  and  as  often  sanc- 
tioned and  upheld  by  them.  Courts  have  no  right  to  declare  such 
law  void  because  opposed  to  natural  justice.  The  safest  and  best 
rule,  and  that  most  in  harmony  with  our  form  of  government  and 
its  distribution  of  power,  ]a  to  muntam  the  supremacy  of  the  Legis- 
lature while  acting  in  its  law-making  capacity,  and  uphold  all  laws 
enacted  by  it  which  are  not  in  conflict  with  some  provision  of  the 
Federal  or  State  Constitutions.    Nor  are  these  views  unsupported 
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by  authoriiy.  They  are  justified  by  the  decisions  of  the  ablest 
Courts  and  the  opinions  of  the  most  distinguished  Judges  of  the 
land. 

^^  The  wisdom  and  justice  of  the  representative  body,  and  its  re- 
lations with  its  constituents,  furnish  the  only  security  when  there  is 
no  express  contract  agiunst  excessive  taxation,  as  well  as  against 
unwise  legislation  generally,"  is  the  language  of  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
shall in  the  Providence  Bank  case.  In  Butler  v.  Palmer^  (1  Hill, 
824)  Mr.  Justice  Cowen  remarked :  ^^  Strong  expressions  may  be 
found  in  tiie  books  against  legislative  interference  with  vested  righta, 
but  it  is  not  conceivable  that  after  allowing  the  few  restrictions  to 
be  found  in  the  Federal  and  State  Constitutions,  any  further  bounds 
can  be  set  to  legislative  power  by  written  prescription." 

^^  We  cannot,"  says  Mr.  Justice  Baldwin,  in  Bennett  v.  Bogg9^ 
(1  Baldwin,  74)  ^^  declare  a  legislative  act  void  because  it  conflicts 
with  our  opinions  of  expediency  or  policy.  We  are  not  the  guard- 
ians of  the  rights  of  the  people  of  this  State  unless  they  are  secured 
by  some  constitutional  provision  which  comes  within  our  judicial 
cognizance.  The  remedy  for  unwise  or  oppressive  legislation  witiiin 
constitutional  bounds  is  by  an  appeal  to  the  justice  and  protection 
of  the  representatives  of  the  people.  If  this  fsdl,  the  people  in  their 
sovereign  capacity  can  correct  the  evil,  but  Courts  cannot  assume 
their  rights."  Mr.  Senator  Verplanck,  m  Coehran  v.  Van  SurlaPy 
(20  Wend.  881)  thus  ably  and  forcibly  expresses  his  views  upon 
this  question :  ^'  It  is  difficult  upon  any  general  principle  to  limit 
the  omnipotence  of  the  sovereign  legislative  power  by  judicial  inter- 
position, except  so  far  as  the  express  words  of  a  written  Constitu- 
tion give  that  authority.  There  are  indeed  many  dicta^  and  some 
great  authorities,  holding  that  Acts  contrary  to  the  first  principles  of 
right  are  void.  The  principle  is  unquestionably  sound  as  the  gov- 
emmg  rule  of  a  Legislature  in  relation  to  its  own  Acts,  or  even  those 
of  a  preceding  Legislature.  It  also  afibrds  a  safe  rule  of  construo- 
tion  for  the  Courts,  in  the  interpretation  of  laws  admitting  of  any 
doubtful  construction,  to  presume  that  the  Legislature  could  not  have 
intended  an  unequal  and  unjust  operation  of  its  statutes.  Such  a 
construction  ought  never  to  be  given  to  legislative  language  if  it  be 
susceptible  of  any  other  more  conformable  to  justice ;  but  if  the 
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words  be  positive  and  without  ambiguity,  I  can  find  no  authority 
for  a  Court  to  vacate  or  repeal  a  statute  on  that  ground  alone.  But  . 
it  is  only  in  express  constitutional  provisions  limiting  legislative 
power,  and  controlling  the  temporary  will  of  a  majority  by  a  perma- 
nent and  paramount  law,  settled  by  the  deliberate  wisdom  of  the 
nation,  that  I  can  find  a  safe  and  solid  ground  for  the  authority  of 
Courts  of  Justice  to  declare  void  any  legislative  enactment.  Any 
assumption  of  authority  beyond  this  would  be  to  place  in  the  hands 
of  a  judiciary  powers  too  great  and  too  undefined,  either  for  its  own 
security  or  the  protection  of  private  rights.  *  *  *  Believing 
that  we  are  to  rely  upon  these  and  similar  provisions  as  the  best 
safeguards  of  our  rights,  as  well  as  the  safest  authorities  for  judicial 
direction,  I  cannot  bring  myself  to  approve  of  the  power  of  Courts 
to  annul  any  law  solemnly  passed,  either  on  an  assumed  ground  of 
its  being  contrary  to  natural  equity,  or  from  a  broad,  loose  and 
vague  interpretation  of  a  constitutional  provision  beyond  its  natural 
and  obvious  sense." 

* 

As  early  as  the  year  1798  this  doctrine  was  thus  emphatically 
declared  by  Judge  Iredell,  in  the  case  of  Colder  v.  Bull^  (3  Dallas, 
S86) :  '^  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Legislature  of  the  Unidh,  or  any 
member  of  the  Union,  shall  pass  a  law  within  the  general  scope  of 
their  constitutional  power,  the  Court  cannot  pronounce  it  to  be  void 
merely  because  it  is  in  their  judgment  contrary  to  the  principles  of' 
natural  justice.  The  ideas  of  naturaf  justice  are  regulated  by  no 
fixed  8ta;ndard ;  the  ablest  and  the  wisest  men  have  differed  upon 
this  subject,  and  all  that  the  Court  could  properly  say  in  such  an 
event  would  be,  that  the  Legislature,  possessed  of  an  equal  right  of 
opinion,  had  passed  an  Act  which  in  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  was 
inconsistent  with  the  abstract  principles  of  natural  justice. 

^^  There  are,  then,  but  two  lights  in  which  the  subject  can  be 
viewed :  First,  if  the  Legislature  pursue  the  authority  delegated 
to  them,  their  acts  are  valid ;  second,  if  they  transgress  the 
.  boundaries  of  that  authority,  their  acts  are  invalid.  In  the  former 
case  they  exercise  the  discretion  vested  in  them  by  the  people,  to 
whom  alone  they  are  responsible  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  their 
trust ;  but,  in  the  latter  case  they  violate  a  fundamental  law  which 
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must  be  our  guide  whenever  we  are  called  upon  as  Judges  to  de- 
termine the  validity  of  a  legislative  act." 

A^ain :  "  We  are  urged,  however,"  says  Chief  Justice  Black, 
in  SAarplesB  v.  The  Mayor  of  Philadelphia^  (21  Penn.  State  R. 
147)  '^  to  go  further  than  this,  and  to  hold  that  a  law,  though  not 
prohibited,  is  void  if  it  violate  the  spirit  of  our  institutions,  or  im- 
pairs any  of  those  rights  which  it  is  the  object  of  a  free  government 
to  protect,  and  to  declare  it  unconstitutional  if  it  be  wrong  and 
unjust.  But  we  cannot  do  this.  It  would  be  assuming  a  right  to 
change  the  Constitution,  to  supply  what  we  might  conceive  to  be  its 
defects,  to  fill  up  every  coBm  omissua^  and  to  interpolate  into  it 
whatever  in  our  opinion  ought  to  have  been  put  there  by  its  fram- 
ers.  The  Constitution  has  given  us  a  list  of  the  things  which  the 
Legislature  may  not  do.  If  we  extend  that  list,  we  alter  the  instru- 
ment ;  we  become  ourselves  the  aggressors,  and  violate  both  the 
letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  organic  law  as  grossly  as  the  Legislature 
possibly  could.  If  we  can  add  to  the  reserved  rights  of  the  people, 
we  can  take  them  away ;  if  we  can  mend,  we  can  mar.  If  we  can 
remove  the  landmarks  which  we  find  established,  we  can  obliterate 
them.  If  we  can  change  the  Constitution  in  any  particular,  there 
is  nothing  but  our  own  will  to  prevent  us  from  demolishing  it 
entirely. 

'  "  The  great  powers  given  to  the  Legislature  are  liable  to  be 
abused.  But  this  is  insepartible  from  the  nature  of  human  institu- 
tions. The  wisdom  of  man  has  never  conceived  of  a  government 
with  power  sufficient  to  answer  its  legitimate  ends,  and  at  the  same 
time  incapable  of  mischief.  No  political  system  can  be  made  so 
perfect  that  its  rules  will  always  hold  it  to  the  true  course.  In  the 
very  best,  a  great  deal  must  be  trusted  to  the  discretion  of  those 
who  administer  it.  In  ours  the  people  have  given  larger  powers 
to  the  Legislature,  and  relied  for  the  faithful  execution  of  them  on 
the  wisdom  and  honesty  of  that  department,  and  on  the  direct  ac- 
countability of  the  members  to  their  constituents.  There  is  no 
shadow  of  reason  for  supposing  that  the  mere  abuse  of  power  was 
meant  to  be  corrected  by  the  judiciary.  *  *  *  I  am  thoroughly 
convinced  that  the  words  of  the  Constitution  furnish  the  only  test 
to  determine  the  validity  of  a  statute,  and  that  all  arguments  based 
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on  general  principles  outside  of  the  Constitution  must  be  addressed 
to  the  people,  and  not  to  us." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  Satter" 
Ue  V.  MatthetvBon,  (2  Pet.  380)  admitted  the  law  under  consider- 
ati;^  to  be  unjust,  but  because  not  in  conflict  with  an  express  con- 
stitutional provision  it  was  upheld.  And,  again,  in  Fletcher  v. 
Peck^  (6  Cranch,  87)  it  was  said  that  while  not  transcending  the 
constitutional  limits,  even  the  passage  of  a  law  by  means  of  cor- 
ruption would  not  invalidate  it.  We  conclude,  then,  upon  princi- 
ple and  the  weight  of  authority,  that  although  a  law  may  be  op- 
posed to  the  first  principles  of  right  or  natural  justice,  still,  if  not 
in  conflict  with  some  constitutional  provision,  State  or  Federal,  the 
Courts  have  no  power  to  annul  or  set  it  aside.  All  arguments, 
therefore,  founded  upon  the  injustice  or  hardships  of  the  Act  in  - 
question  are  entirely  out  of  the  case. 

We  may,  then,  direct  our  attention  to  the  various  constitutional 
objections  made  by  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  respondent.  And  it 
may  as  well  be 'stated  in  the  outset  that  the  law  cannot  be  declared 
unconstitutional  unless  it  be  clearly,  palpably,  and  plainly  in  conflict 
with  some  of  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution.  This  is  a  rule 
recognized  by  all  the  Courts,  and  probably  has  never  been  ques- 
tioned. QAsh  V.  Parkinson^  January  Term,  1869,  and  cases  there 
cited.)  Is  it,  then,  so  in  conflict  with  that  .instrument?  It  is 
argued  by  counsel  that  it  is  in  several  particulars.  First,  it  is 
claimed  that  the  issuance  of  the  bonds  in  question  is  prohibited  by 
section  ten,  article  eight.  If  so,  it  follows,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
that  the  tax  levied  to  meet  the  interest  on  them  is  unauthorized 
and  void.  But  we  do  not  think  the  language  of  that  section 
warrants  the  inference  drawn  from  it,  or  the  construction  placed 
upon  it  by  counsel.  It  declares  that  "  No  county,  city,  town,  or 
other  municipal  corporation  shall  become  a  stockholder  in  any  joint 
stock  company,  corporation,  or  association  whatever ;  or  loan  its 
credit  in  aid  of  any  such  company,  corporation,  or  association, 
except  railroad  corporations,  companies,  or  associations."  Here  is 
simply  a  prohibition  upon  counties,  cities,  and  towns ;  a  restraint 
imposed  upon  them  respecting  subscription  to  the  stock  of  certain 
companies  or  associations.     There  is  no  intention  whatever  mani- 
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fested  to  corner  any  right  or  power  upon  such  organizations :  the 
whole  power  is  embodied  in  the  negative,  "  shall  not  become  stock- 
holders" or  "loan  their  credit.'*  B.ut  railroad  companies  are 
especially  excepted  from  the  companies  or  associatiops  mentioned. 
It  is  as  if  those  companies  were  in  express  terms  exempted  from 
the  entire  provisions  of  the  section,  for  it  simply  prohibits  aid  by 
means  of  subscription  or  loaning  credit  to  any  but  railroad  com- 
panies. Now,  it  was  not  the  intention  either  to  limit  or  extend  the 
power  of  a  county  or  town  respecting  any  aid  they  might  choose 
to  give  to  railroad  companies.  The  exception  of  these  companies 
from  the  other  associations  gives  the  counties  or  towns  no  more 
right  to  aid  them  than  they  would  have  had  if  the  section  were  not 
embraced  in  the  Constitution  at  all.  It  is,  then,  only  by  impli- 
cation that  they  are  allowed  to  loan  their  credit  to  such  associ- 
ations ;  and  nothing  is  clearer,  as  we  have  already  endeavored  to 
show,  that  if  not  expressly  prohibited  the  Legislature  has  the  power 
to  authorize  a  county  to  aid  a  railroad  either  by  donation  or  other- 
wise. Is  there  anything  in  this  section  prohibiting  a  county  to 
donate  money  to  such  companies  ?  Certjdnly  not ;  but  the  infer- 
ence is  rather  the  other  way ;  for  to  allow  them  to  loan  their  credit 
is  virtually  and  substantially  allowing  a  donation,  because  the  right 
to  loan  its  credit  must  involve  the  right  to  pay  any  liabilities  which 
may  be  incurred  by  that  means.  And  as,  practically,  the  loaning 
of  credit  would,  in  a  majority  of  cases,  necessitate  the  payment  by 
the  county  or  town,  it  is  hardly  to  be  supposed  the  framers  of  the 
Constitution  would  have  allowed  this  loaning  of  credit  had  they 
thought  it  desirable  to  prohibit  any  donation  of  money.  If  it  was 
the  intention  to  deny  the  right  to  donation,  it  is  very  clear  that  the 
right  to  loan  their  credit  would  not  have  been  allowed,  as  that 
would  simply  be  an  indirect  means  of  permitting  the  very  act  which 
it  is  claimed  was  intended  to  be  denied. 

Counsel  argue  that  because  the  right  is  given  to  subscribe  for 
stock  in  such  companies  and  to  loan  their  credit  to  them,  it  must 
be  inferred  to  further  or  other  right  or  power  was  intended  to  be 
allowed;  but  as  has  already  been  ssdd,  no  such  right  is  given, 
except  by  inference,  in  this  section.     Railroad  companies  are  simply 
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exempted  from  the  provisions  of  the  section*  that  is  all.     No  right 
is  given  to  counties  or  towns  respecting  them. 

However,  the  section  in  question  in  no  wise  prohibits  the  donation 
of  money  to  anj  association  whatever.  To  donate  money  is  one 
thing ;  to  become  a  stockholder,  or  to  loan  credit,  is  another.  The 
framers  of  the  Constitution  might  very  consistently  have  desired  to . 
protect  the  counties  and  towns  of  the  State  from  the  endless  com- 
plications and  uncertain  liabilities  necessarily  attending  an  interest 
in  companies  and  associations  in  general,  or  becoming  surety  for 
them,  and  still  haye  permitted  a  donation  of  money  which  would  be 
entirely  free  from  everything  of  the  kind. 

By  the  very  section  preceding  that  under  consideration,  the 
State  is  prohibited  not  only  from  becoming  a  stockholder  in  any 
company  or  association,  but  also  from  donating  money  to  them. 
Now,  if  it  were  the  purpose  to  make  the  same  prohibition  respecting 
counties  and  towns,  why  were  they  not,  like  the  State,  expressly 
forbidden  to  donate  ?  The  failure  to  make  the  prohibition  in  express 
terms,  under  such  circumstances,  warrants  the  conclusion  that  it 
was  not  the  intention  to  do  so.  Counties  and  towns,  therefore, 
'  are  not  prohibited  by  this  section  from  donating  money  to  such  rail- 
road companies,  if  to  any  kind  of  company  or  association. 

If,  however,  it  be  admitted  that  the  first  portion  of  the  section, 
by  prohibiting  them  from  becoming  stockholders,  intended  to  inhibit 
donating  also,  still  no  such  inhibition  exists  as  to  railroad  compames, 
for  they  are  exempted  from  all  the  prohibitions  respecting  other 
companies  and  associations ;  the  exception  or  exemption  respecting 
them  must  by  all  rules  of  construction  be  coextensive  with  the  pro- 
hibition as  to  others. 

Again,  it  is  claimed  the  law  is  repugnant  to  section  eight,  article 
one,  which  declares  that  no  man  shall  be  deprived  of  his  property 
without  due  process  of  law.  Counsel  have  entirely  misapprehended 
the  purport  of  this  expression,  '^  due  process  of  law."  It  does  not, 
as  claimed,  guarantee  a  trial  by  jury  in  all  cases  where  a  citizen's 
liberty  or  property  is  involved.  If  so,  there  could  be  no  commit- 
ment for  contempt^  and  no  deprivation  of  property  by  chancery  pro- 
ceedings, except  by  the  intervention  of  a  jury.  But  no  lawyer  will 
contend  at  the  present  day  that  a  jury  can  be  demanded  in  cases  of 
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that  kind.  By  "  due  process  of  law,"  as  used  in  the  Constitution, 
is  simply  meant  such  general  legal  forms  and  course  of  proceedings 
as  were  known  either  to  the  common  law  or  as  were  generally  recog- 
nized in  this  country  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution ; 
committing  for  contempt  by  a  mere  order  of  Court,  and  the  decision 
in  chancery  cases  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  were  as  clearly 
due  process  of  law  in  such  cases  as  the  trial  by  jury  in  a  common 
law  case. 

How  then  can  it  be  said  that  the  expression  ^^  due  process  of 
law  "  guarantees  a  trial  by  jury,  any  more  than  by  the  Judge  with- 
out a  jury  ?  Certainly,  no  new  mode  of  proceeding  is  required  by 
this  provision,  nor  anything  different  from  that  known  at  the  time 
of  its  adoption.  * 

Evidently,  nothing  further  was  intended  by  it  than  to  secure  to 
the  citizens  the  usual  and  ordinary  means  or  course  of  judicial  pro- 
ceedings generally  followed  or  observed  in  similar  cases  at  the  time 
it  became  a  part  of  the  fundamental  law.  But  taxes  were  not  either 
in  England  or  this  country  (with  perhaps  the  exception  of  one  or 
two  States)  collected  by  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  nor  was  it  even 
recognized  as  the  right  of  the  citizen  to  demand  such  course  of  pro-  * 
ceeding ;  on  the  contrary,  it  was  almost  the  universal  practice  to 
collect  them  when  delinquent  by  some  summary  process,  such  as 
the  seizure  of  the  property  of  the  individual  and  exposing  it  for  sale. 
The  citizen  not  being  entitled  to  claim  a  jury  in  such  cases  prior  to 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  the  present  mode  is  as  much  by 
^*  due  process  of  law  "  in  the  matter  of  collecting  taxes,  as  a  trial 
by  jury  is  an  ordinary  action  at  law.  Such  is  the  conclusion  arrived 
at  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Mur- 
ray* 9  Lessee  v.  Hohoken  Land  Co.^  (18  Howard,  272) ;  and 
upon  this  and  similar  provisions  in  the  Constitutions  of  other  States 
it  has  been  held  by  every  Court  where  the  question  has  ever  been 
suggested,  that  it  does  not  prohibit  the  collection  of  taxes  by  sum- 
mary process,  that  is,  without  regular  judicial  trial  and  judgment. 
The  power  of  taxation  which  is  plenary  in  the  Legislature,  carries 
with  it  the  right  and  power  of  collecting  taxes  by  a  summary  pro- 
cess. There  are  but  few  States  in  the  Union  where  they  are  not 
so  collected ;  and  although  the  same  inhibition  is  imposed  upon  the 
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Federal  Government,  still  its  revenue  is  never  collected  by  due  pro- 
cess of  law,  as  understood  by  counsel ;  out  the  officers  are  generally 
authorized  to  seize  the  property  and  expose  it  for  sale  without  trial 
and  judgment,  and  such  course  of  proceeding  has  always  been 
upheld.  (  Williams  v.  Peyton^ s  Lessee,  4  Wheat.  77.)  In  Par- 
hour  V.  Decatur  County,  (9  Geo.)  it  is  said  "  the  right  to  levy  and 
collect  taxes  grows  out  of  the  necessity  of  the  government,  an  urgent 
necessity  which  admits  no  property  in  the  citizen  while  it  remains 
unsatisfied.  The  right  to  tax  is  coeval  with  all  governments.  It 
springs  out  of  the  organization  of  the  government.  All  property  is 
a  pledge  to  pay  the  necessary  debts  and  expenses  of  the  govern- 
ment." So  in  The  State  v.  Allen,  (2  McCord,  56)  it  is  observed : 
"  We  think  that  any  legal  process  which  was  originally  founded  in 
necessity,  has  been  consecrated  .by  time,  and  approved  and  acqui- 
esced in  by  universal  consent,  must  be  an  exception  to  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury,  and  is  embraced  in  the  alternative  "  law  of  the  land." 

Indeed,  this  question  has  been  so  frequently  decided,  and  the 
right  upheld,  that  it  is  no  longer  an  open  question,  but  may  be  con- 
sidered finally  determined. 

It  is  also  provided  by  the  same  section,  that  "  private  property 
shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use,  without  just  compensation  having 
been  first  made  or  secured."  Nor  does  this  provision,  in  any  way, 
restrict  the  power  of  the  State  to  seize,  upon  summary  process,  any 
property  for  taxes,  and  that,  too,  without  securing  or  making  com- 
pensation therefor.  It  can  hardly  be  cli^imed  that  it  does.  Were 
it  so,  the  State  would  be  utterly  powerless  to  support  itself,  because 
all  taxes  collected  would  unmistakably  have  to  be  redistributed  to 
those  from  whom  they  were  collected.  See  this  question  fully 
discussed  in  the  case  of  People  v.  Mayor  of  Brooklyn,  (3  Gomst. 
420) ;  the  Court  thus  drawing  the  distinction  between  the  taking  * 
of  private  property  for  public  use,  and  the  right  of  taxation  with  its 
incidents  of  taking  property  in  satisfaction  of  it :  ^^  Taxation  exacts 
ntoney  or  service  from  individuals,  as  and  for  their  respective  shares 
of  contribution  to  any  public  burden.  Private  property,  taken  for 
public  use  by  the  right  of  emineni  domain,  is  taken  not  as  the 
owner's  share  of  contribution  to  a  public  burden,  but  as  so  much 
beyond  his  share.    Special  compensation  is  therefore  to  be  made  in 
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the  latter  case,  because  the  Government  is  a  debtor  for  the  prop- 
erty so  taken ;  but  not  in  the  former,  because  the  payment  of  taxes 
is  a  duty,  and  creates  no  obligation  to  repay— otherwise,  this  is  the 
proper  application  of  the  tax. 

^^  Taxation  operates  upon  a  community,  or  a  class  of  persons  in  a 
community,  on  some  rule  of  apportionment.  The  exercise  of  the 
right  of  eminent  domain  operates  upon  an  individual,  and  without 
reference  to  the  amount  or  value  exacted  from  any  other  individual 
or  class  of  individuals."  When,  therefore,  property  is  taken  in 
satisfaction  of  a  tax,  it  is  not  within  this  constitutional  prohibition. 
But  it  is  argued  from  this  provision,  by  counsel,  if  private  property 
cannot  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation,  it  cannot 
be  taken  for  private  use,  claiming  that  the  tax  sought  to  be  collected 
is  simply  for  a  private  purpose ;  that  it  is  levied  for  the  benefit  of 
private  individuals ;  or  that  it  is  taking  the  property  of  one  citizen 
and  giving  it  to  another.  If  this  were  a  fact,  we  should  unhesi- 
tatingly declare  the  *law  unconstitutional ;  but  we  intend  to  show 
that  the  tax  is  levied  not  for  a  private  but  a  public  purpose,  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  community  at  large — hence,  a  consideration 
of  this  point  is  rendered  unnecessary. 

It  is  next  argued  that  this  law  is  repugnant  to  section  twenty, 
article  four,  which  prohibits  the  Legislature  from  pas^ng  local  or 
special  laws  upon  certidn  subjects,  among  which  is  that  for  the 
assessment  and  collection  of  taxes  for  State,  county,  and  township 
purposes. 

By  this  provision  it  was  evidently  intended  simply  to  inhibit  local 
or  special  laws,  respecting  or  regulating  the  manner  or  mode  of 
assessing  and  collecting  taxes. 

Assessment,  as  used  in  this  section,  evidentiy  has  reference  to 
the  duties  of  the  subordinate  o£Scer,. known  under  our  laws  as  an 
Assessor,  whose  duty  it  is  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  taxable 
property,  and  determine  the  exact  amount  which  each  parcel  or 
individual  is  liable  for.  The  word  "  for,"  too,  must  mean — with 
respect  to,  or  with  regard  to,  which  is  a  definition  ^ven  to  it  by 
lexicographers — ^and  thus  the  language  of  the  section  will  read : 
With  respect  to  or  regard  to  the  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes 
for  State,  county,  and  township  purposes.     The  law  under  consid*- 
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eration,  however,  contains  no  provision  whatever  respecting  the 
asaessment  or  collection  of  the  tax  complained  of,  in  the  sense  in 
which  those  words  are  employed  in  the  Constitution.  It  simply 
directs  the  levy  of  the  tax,  and  in  no  way  regalates  the  manner  in 
which  the  proportion  of  each  person  is  to  be  ascertained  that  is 
assessed ;  but  this,  and  the  method  of  collecting,  is  left  to  be  gov- 
erned by  the  general  revenue  law. 

It  clearly  could  not  have  been  intended  by  the  framers  of  {he 
Constitution  to  require  a  general  law  for  the  levy  of  a  tax  for  a  special 
purpose  in  a  county.  As  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  when  no  county 
but  that  of  Ormsby  is  required  to  levy  a  tax,  and  this  for  a  special 
purpose,  and  the  amount  to  be  levied  is  necessarily  fixed — how  could 
a  general  law  be  enacted  to  meet  the  necessities  of  the  case,  with- 
out requirmg  all  the  counties  of  'the  State  to  levy  a  like  tax  ?  It 
could  not,  with  the  construction  which  counsel  for  respondent  place 
upon  this  section. 

We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  constitutional  provision  simply 
prohibits  special  legislation  regulating  those  acts  which  the  assessors 
and  collectors  of  taxes  generally  perform,  and  which  are  denom- 
inated ''  assessment"  and  '^  collection  of  taxes ; "  and  that  it  does 
not  inhibit  the  Legislature  from  authorizing  or  directing  the  County 
Commissioners  fron^  levying  a  special  tax  by  the  passage  of  a  local 
law. 

All  the  constitutional  objections  made  by  counsel  have  thus  been 
noticed  and  found  untenable.  Here  we  might  rest  the  case,  affirm^ 
ing  the  validity  of  the  law  upon  the  absence  of  all  constitutional  pro- 
visions repugnant  to  it.  But  our  conclusion  upon  the  main  question 
in  the  case — the  legislative  power  to  direct  the  issuance  of  these 
bonds,  and  to  levy  taxes  for  the  purpose  of  paying  them — need  not 
be  placed  upon  this  ground  alone,  for  it  is  an  authority  clearly  em- 
braced within  the  taxing  power  which  is  expressly  granted  to  the 
Legislature.  Its  power  upon  this  subject  is  full  and  complete. 
(Ex  parte  Crandall^  1  Nev.  294.) 

"  The  power  of  legislation  and  consequently  of  taxation,"  says 
Chief  Justice  Marshall,  ''  operate  on  all  the  persons  and  property 
belonging  to  the  body  politic.  This  is  an  original  principle,  which 
has  its  foundation  in  society  itself.     It  is  granted  by  all  for  the 
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benefit  of  all.  It  resides  in  the  government  as  part  of  itself,  and 
need  not  be  reserved  where  property  of  any  description,  or  the 
right  to  use  it  in  any  manner,  is  granted  to  individuals  or  corporate 
bodies.  However  absolute  the  right  of  an  individual  may  be,  it  is 
still  in  the  nature  of  that  right  that  it  must  bear  a  portion  of  the 
public  burden ;  and  that  portion  must  be  determined  by  the  Legis- 
lature. This  vital  power  may  be  abused :  but  the  interest,  wisdom, 
and  justice  of  the  representative  body,  and  its  relation  with  its  con- 
stituents, furmsh  the  only  security  against  unjust  and  excessive  taxa- 
tion as  well  as  against  unwise  legislation."  And,  again,  the  same 
eminent  Judge,  in  the  case  of  McCulloch  v.  State  of  Maryland, 
(4  Wheat.  316)  said  respecting  the  same  question:  ^'It  is  admitted 
that  the  power  of  taxing  men  and  their  property  is  essential  to  th6 
very  existence  of  government,  and  may  be  legitimately  exercised  on 
the  objects  to  which  it  is  applicable  to  the  utmost  extent  to  which 
the  government  may  choose  to  carry  it.  The  only  security  against 
the  abuse  of  this  power  is  found  in  the  structure  of  the  government 
itself.  In  imposing  a  tax,  then,  government  acts  upon  its  constit- 
uents. This  is,  in  general,  sufiScient  security  against  erroneous 
and  oppressive  taxation.  The  people  of  a  State,  therefore,  ^ve  to 
their  government  a  right  of  taxing  themselves  and  their  property; 
and  as  the  exigencies  of  the  government  carrot  be  limited,  they 
prescribe  no  limit  to  the  exercise  of  this  right— resting  confidently 
in  the  interest  of  the  Legislature,  and  the  influence  of  its  constit- 
uents over  their  representatives,  to  guard  them  against  its  abuse." 

This  language  is  perfectly  applicable  and  entirely  true  respecting 
the  legislative  power  of  this  State ;  the  power  of  taxation  being 
given  to  it,  and  no  restriction  whatever  placed  upon  its  ejeercise, 
except  that  it  is  required  to  make  all  assessments  of  taxes  equal  and 
uniform,  and  also  to  tax  mining  property  in  a  designated  way. 
But  so  far  as  the  extent  of  taxation  is  concerned,  or  the  purposes 
for  whicb^  taxes  may  be  levied,  there  is  no  limit  or  Tostriction  placed 
upon  the  power. 

We  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  holding  that  the  Legislature 
may  enforce  burdens  upon  or  collect  money  from  the  citizens  for 
any  object  that  it  may  choose ;  for  if  it  be  imposed  for  a  purpose 
not  public  in  its  nature — that  is,  if  it  be  not  strictiy  a  tax  which  is 
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defined  to  be  "  a  rate  or  sum  of  money  assessed  on  the  person  or 
property  of  a  citizen  by  government  for  the  use  of  the  nation  or 
State — then  clearly  it  would  be  an  unwarrantable  exercise  of  power. 
But  if  it  be  levied  for  the  purpose  of  furthering  any  public  enter- 
prise, or  aiding  any  public  undertaking  whereby  the  community  or 
public  as  such  will  be  benefited,  it  would  clearly  be  otherwise. 
And,  generally,  the  Legislature  is  to  decide  upon  the  question  as 
to  whether  the  public  welfare  will  be  furthered  by  any  particular 
enterprise  or  improvement.  (18  Wend.  9.)  "  The  Legislature  is 
not,"  says  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York,  "  confined  in  its 
appropriation  of  the  public  moneys,  or  of  the  sums  to  be  raised  by 
taxation  in  favor  of  individuals,  to  cases  in  which  a  legal  demand 
exists  against  the  State.  It  can  thus  recognize  cases  founded  in 
equity  and  justice  in  the  largest  sense  of  these  words,  or  in  grati- 
tude or  charity.  Independently  of  express  constitutional  restric- 
tions, it  can  make  appropriations  of  money  whenever  the  public 
well-being  requires  or  will  be  promoted  by  it,  and  it  is  the  judge  of 
what  is  for  the  public  good."  (ZWn  of  Ouilford  v.  The  Super- 
visars  of  Chenango  County^  13  N.  Y.  R.  149.) 

The  full  power  of  taxation  must  necessarily  carry  with  it  the 
right  to  determine  the  purposes  for  which  it  must  be  levied.  So  it  is 
held  that  a  tax  must  be  upheld,  unless  it  be  levied  for  an  object  in 
which  the  community  or  public  palpably  have  no  interest,  where  it 
is  perfectly  apparent  at  first  blush  that  it  is  imposed  simply  for  the 
benefit  of  individuals.  (^Cheaney  v.  HooBer^  9  B.  Monroe,  330; 
21  Penn.  S.  R.  147.) 

The  question  necessarily  aris.es,  then,  whether  the  object  for 
which  this  tax  is  levied  is  rather  private  than  public ;  an  enter- 
prise not  beneficial  to  the  people  of.  Ormsby  County ;  or  whether 
it  is  one  of  those  public  improvements  whereby  the  County  is  di- 
rectly benefited,  and  which  is  generally  recognized  as  a  proper 
object  for  public  aid.  It  undoubtedly  belongs  to  the  latter  class. 
A''  railroad  is  a  public  highway,  affording  facilities  for  easy  and 
rapid  travel  to  the  public,  and  aiding  in  developing  the  resources  of 
the  country,  and  making  markets  for  its  productions  easy  of  access. 
That  private  individuals  are  to  own  the  road  and  receive  the  tolls 
in  no  wise  impairs  or  diminishes  these  advantages  to  the   public. 
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The  question  for  the  Legislature  to  determine  in  such  cases  is 
simply  whether  the  work  when  perfected  will  be  of  sufficient  ad- 
vantage to  the  public  to  warrant  public  aid  being  given  to  it ;  not 
whether  the  public  are. to  receive  all  the  benefits  from  it.  Indeed, 
it  has  been  held  in  every  State  in  the  Union,  where  a  rsulroad*  has 
been  built,  that  it  is  a  public  work,  and  as  a  consequence,  the 
right  to  take  private  property  against  the  will  of  the  owner  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  a  way  (paying  a  just  compensation  •  therefor) 
has,  in  every  instance  in  which  a  railroad  has  been  built  in  the 
United  States,  been  granted. 

If  a  railroad  were  not  considered  or  held  to  be  a  public  work, 
private  property  could  not  be  so  taken ;  for,  as  has  akeady  been 
stated,  such  property  can  only  be  taken  for  public  tiseSj  even  where 
a  compensation  is  paid.  A  railroad  must,  then,  whenever  the  right 
to  take  private  property  is  given  to  it',  (which  is  doubtless  invari- 
ably the  case)  be  held  to  be  a  public  work,  and  for  the  public  ben- 
efit. And  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  there  is  no  difference  in 
tins  respect  between  a  road  built  by  private  capital  and  owned  by 
individuals,  or  one  built  by  the  public  itself.  This  very  question  is 
fiilly  and  ably  discussed  in  the  case  of  Beekman  v.  The  Samtoga 
R.  R.  Co.,  (3  Paige,  45)  by  Chancellor  Walworth,  who  said: 
"  The  right  of  eminent  domain  does  not,  however,  imply  a  right  in 
the  sovereign  power  to  take  the  property  of  one  citizen  and  transfer 
it  to  another,  even  for  a  full  compensation,  where  the  public  interest 
will  be  in  no  way  promoted  by  such  transfer.  And  if  the  Legis- 
lature should  attempt  thus  to  transfer  the  property  of  one  individ- 
ual to  another,  where  there  could  be  no  pretense  of  benefit  to  the 
public  by  such  exchange,  it  would  probably  be  a  violation  of  the 
contract  by  which  the  land  was  granted  by  the  government  to  the 
individual,  or  to  those  under  whom  he  claimed  title,  and  repugnant 
to  the  Constitution  of  United  States.  But  if  the  public  interest 
can  be  in  any  way  promoted  by  the  taking  of  private  property,  it 
must  rest  in  the  wisdom  of  the  Legislature  to  determine  whether 
the  benefit  to  the  public  will  be  of  sufficient  importance  to  render  it 
expMient  for  them  to  exercise  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and  to 
authorize  an  interference  with  the  private  rights  of  individuals  for 
that  purpose.     (Kent's  Com.  840.)     It  is  upon  this  principle  that 
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the  Legislatures  of  several  of  the  States  have  authorized  the  con- 
demnation of  lands  of  individuals  for  mill  sites,  where  from  the 
nature  of  the  country  such  mill  sites  could  not  be  obtained  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  inhabitants  without  overflowing  the  lands 
thus  condemned.  '  Upon  the  same  principle  of  public  benefit,  not 
only  the  agents  of  the  government,  but  also  individuals  and  corpo- 
rate bodies,  have  been  authorized  to  take  private  property  for  the 
purpose  of  making  public  highways,  turnpike  roads,  and  canals ;  of 
erecting  and  constructing  wharves  and  basins ;  of  establishing  fer- 
ries ;  of  druning  swamps  and  marshes ;  and  of  bringing  water  to 
cities  and  villages.  In  all  such  cases  the  object  of  the  legislative 
grant  of  power  is  the  public  benefit  derived  from  the  contemplated 
improvement,  whether  such  improvement  is  to  be  effected  directly 
by  the  agents  of  the  government,  or  through  the  medium  of  corpo- 
rate bodies,  or  of  individual  enterprise. 

^'  And  according  to  the  opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  the 
case  of  Wilson  v.  The  Black  Bird  Creek  Marsh  Company ^  (2 
Peters,  251)  measures  calculated  to  produce  such  benefits  to  the 
public,  though  effeoted  through  the  medium  of  a  private  incorpora- 
tion, are  undoubtedly  within  the  powers  reserved  to  the  States,  pro- 
vided they  do  not  come  in  collision  with  those  of  the  General 
Government.  It  is  objected,  however,  that  a  railroad  differs  from 
other  public  improvements,  and  particularly  from  turnpikes  and 
canals,  because  travelers  cannot  use  it  with  their  own  carriages, 
and  farmers  cannot  transport  their  produce  in  their  own  vehicles ; 
that  the  company  in  this  case  are  under  no  obligations  to  accommo- 
date the  public  with  transportation,  and  that  they  are  unlimited  in 
the  amount  of  tolls  which  they  are  authorized  to  take.  If  the 
making  of  a  railroad  will  enable  the  traveler  to  go  from  one  place  * 
to  another  without  the  expense  of  a  carriage  and  horses,  he  derives 
a  greater  benefit  from  the  improvement  than  if  he  was  compelled 
to  travel  with  his  own  conveyance  over  a  turnpike  road  at  the  same 
expense.  And  if  a  mo4e  of  conveyance  has  been  discovered  by 
which  the  farmer  can  procure  his  produce  to  be  transported  to 
market  at  half  the  expense  which  it  would  cost  him  to  cavry  it 
there  with  his  own  wagon  and  horses,  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
public  should  not  enjoy  the  benefit  of  the  discovery.    And  if  any 
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individual  is  so  unreasonable  as  to  refuse  to  have  the  railroad  made 
through  his  lands,  for  a  fair  compensation,  the  Legislature  may  law- 
fully appropriate  a  portion  of  his  property  for  this  public  benefit,  or 
may  authorize  an  individual  or  corporation  thus  to  appropriate  it, 
upon  paying  a  just  compensation  to  the  owneV  of  the  land  for  the 
damage  sustained.  The  objection  that  the  corporation  is  under  no 
legal  obligation  to  transport  produce  or  passengera  upon  the  road, 
and  at  a  reasonable  expense,  is  unfounded  in  fact.  The  privilege 
of  making  a  road  and  taking  tolls  thereon  is  a  franchise,  as  much 
as  the  establishment  of  a  ferry  or  a  public  wharf  and  taking  tolls 
for  the  use  of  the  same.  The  public  have  an  interest  in  the  use  of 
the  railroad,  and  the  owners  may  be  prosecuted  for  th^  damages 
sustained,  if  they  should  refuse  to  transport  an  individual  or  his 
property,  without  any  reasonable  excuse,  upon  being  paid  the  usual 
rate  of  fare.  The  Legislature  may  also  from  time  to  time  regulate 
the  use  of  the  franchise  and  limit  the  amount  of  toll  which  it  shall 
be  lawful  to  take,  in  the  same  manner  as  they  may  regulate  the 
amount  of  tolls  to  be  taken  at  a  ferry,  or  for  grinding  at  a  mill,  un- 
less they  have  deprived  themselves  of  that  pawer  by  a  legislative 
contract  with  the  owners  of  the  road."  See  also,  Bhodgood  v. 
M.  ^  H.  R.  R.  Co,,  (18  Wend.  9). 

That  a  railroad  is  a  work  in  which  the  public  are  interested  to 
the  extent  that  a  tax  imposed  in  aid  of  it  must  be  upheld,  is  a 
proposition  upon  which  there  is  no  diversity  of  authority  whatever. 
(^Buffalo  ^  K  Y.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Brainard,  9  N.  Y.  100 ;  C  W. 
^  Z.  R.  R,  Co.  V.  Clinton  Co.,  1  Ohio  State  R.  77 ;  Citi/  of 
Bridgeport  v.  Bousatonuc  R.  R.  Co.,  15  Conn.  475 ;  Thomas  v. 
Leland  et  aU.,  24  Wend.  65  ;  Slack  v.  Maysville  ^  Lexington  R. 
R.  Co.,  13  B.  Monroe,  1 ;  Talhot  v.  Dent,  9  B.  Monroe,  626 ; 
Bank  of  Rome  v.  Village  of  Rome,  18  N.  Y.  88 ;  9  Indiana,  74; 
24  Barbour,  446.) 

If  money  may  be  raised  by  means  of  taxation  for  such  purpose, 
it  will  not  be  denied  that  bonds  may  be  issued  for  the  same  purpose, 
to  be  paid  by  means  of  taxation.  We  conclude  that  the  Legislature 
was  fully  authorized  to  direct  the  issuance  of  the  bonds  in  question, 
and  to  levy  a  tax  to  meet  their  payment  as  is  done  in  the  law 
under  consideration. 
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The  next  question  to  be  detennined  is  whether  the  tax  com- 
plained of  was  prematurely  levied  by  the  Commissioners.  4t  is 
argued  that  no  tax  should  be  levied  or  assessed  under  this  law  until 
the  bonds  were  issued,  and  as  they  could  not  be  and  were  not  issued 
until  after  the  levy,  the  latter  act  was  invalid.  But  there  is  nothing 
in  the  law  prohibiting  the  Commissioners  from  levying  a  tax  to  meet 
the  interest  on  the  bonds  before  the  issuance  of  them.  The  bonds, 
it  is  true,  are  not  authorized  to  be  issued  until  the  completion  of  the 
road  through  the  County  of  Ormsby ;  but  suppose  the  Commission- 
ers should  be  perfectly  satisfied  that  they  would  be  required  to  issue 
them  shortly  after  the  time  for  levying  taxes,  what  authority  is  there 
in  this  act  for  the  conclusion  that  they  could  not  upon  such  belief 
levy  the  tax  ?  If  this  could  not  be  done  the  bonds  might  be  issued 
and  no  money  in  the  treasury  to  meet  the  first  year's  interest  when 
it  became  due,  which  would  be  the  case  here  were  it  held  that  no 
levy  of  taxes  could  be  made  until  the  bonds  were  issued,  for  it  is 
clear  no  special  levy  can  be  made.  Thus  the  tax  provided  by  this 
law  could  not  be  levied  until  the  next  year,  and  so  the  interest  for 
the  first  year  would  be  unprovided.  Now  it  is  very  certain  the 
Legislature  did  not  intend  any  such  result.  The  principal  and  in- 
terest of  these  bonds  are  not  different  from  any  other  county  liabil- 
ity, which  the  Commissioners  may  anticipate  by  levying  a  tax  before 
it  becomes  due,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  it.  If  the  Commissioners 
were  satisfied  that  the  county  would  become  liable  to  pay  interest 
on  these  bonds  before  another  tax  could  be  levied  and  collected, 
what  is  there  in  the  law  prohibiting  them  from  providing  for  it  like 
any  other  anticipated  liability  ?  The  interest  on  these  bonds  for 
the  first  year  is  as  absolutely  required  to  be  paid  as  for  any  subse- 
quent year.  Are  we  to  conclude  that  the  Legislature  has  made 
this  requirement  and  still  prohibited  the  only  means  by  which  it 
may  be  accomplished  ?  Certainly  not.  It  is  a  rule  of  construction 
that  when  anything  is  required  to  be  done,  the  usual  means  may  be 
adopted  for  performing  it. 

So  also  it  is  always  the  first  great  object  of  the  Courts  in  inter- 
preting statutes,  to  place  such  construction  upon  them  as  will' carry 
out  the  manifest  purpose  of  the  Legislature,  and  this  has  been  done 
in  opposition  to  the  very  words  of  an  Act. 
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Can  there  be  anj  possible  doubt  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  in  the  adoption  of  the  law  in  question,  to  require  the 
payment  of  the  first  year's  interest  on  the  bonds  as  it  it  became 
due  ?  and  if  so,  can  it  be  claimed  that  it  denied  the  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  the  power  to  carry  out  that  intention  ?  It  seems  to 
us  not.     The  tax  was  therefore  properly  levied. 

For  the  reasons  here  stated,  we  conclude  the  injunctions  in  both 
cases  were  unauthorized^  and  must  be  dissolved. 

It  is  so  ordered. 

By  the  Court,  Johnson,  J. : 

In  this  case  the  views  of  my  associates,  as  presented  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Chief  Justice,  command  my  unqualified  approval,  except  in 
respect  to  the  last  point  noticed  in  the  opinion — the  levy  of  the  one 
per  cent,  interest  tax :  for  my  convictions  lead  me  to  the  adverse 
conclusion  for  the  reason  that,  as  I  interpret  the  law,  it  gave  to  this 
Board  when  the  levy  was  made,  on  or  about  the  seventeenth  of 
April,  1869,  no  authority  whatever  to  make  the  levy ;  and  neces- 
sarily, the  conclusion  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  rests  upon  the 
converse  of  this  proposition.  In  the  Act  concerning  Boards  of 
County  Commissioners,  (Stats.  1864-5.  258,  Sec.  8),  they  are  em- 
powered "  to  levy,  for  the  purposes  prescribed  by  law,  such  amount 
of  taxes  on  the  assessed  value  of  real  and  personal  property  in  the 
county  as  may  be  authorized  by  law."  By  section  one,  of  the  Sup- 
plemental Revenue  Act  of  April  2d,  1867,  they  are  authorized 
"  to  levy  an  ad  valorem  tax  for  county  purposes,  not  exceeding  the 
sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  cents  on  each  one  hundred  dollars 
value  of  all  taxable  property  in  the  county."  *  *  *  Section 
two  of  the  same  Act  authorizes  and  empowers  such  ^^  Board  of 
each  county,  annually,  prior  to  the  third  Monday  in  AprilJ  unless 
otherwise  provided  by  special  Act,  to  levy  and  assess  the  amount 
of  taxes  that  shall  be  levied  for  county  purposes."       *        ♦        ♦ 

Thus  we  see  that  the  maximum  rate  of  taxation  for  county  pur- 
poses, unless  there  be  some  special  tax  otherwise  provided  for,  is 
fixed 'at  one  and  a  half  per  cent,  upon  the  assessed  Value  of  the 
property ;  and  within  this  limitation  the  levy  must  be  made  by  the 
Board.     This  brings  us  to  the  Act  of  January  27th,  1869,  author- 
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izing  the  issuance  of  bonds  to  the  Railroad  Company,  under  which 
must  be  found,  if  at  aU,  the  authority  of  the  Board  to  levy  the  ad- 
ditional tax  of  one  per  cent.  The  Act  is  fully  set  out  in  the  leading 
opinion ;  and  upon  inspection,  it  will  be  seed  that  the  donation  of 
Ormsby  County  Sends  is  upon  conditions :  That  whenever,  within 
eighteen  months  from  the  passage  of  this  Act,  the  Virginia  and 
Truckee  Railroad  Company  *  *  shall  have  completed  the  construc- 
tion of  a  first-class  iron  railroad  between  certain  points  in  Ormsby 
County,  and  the  same  shall  be  in- complete  readiness  to  receive  the 
rolling  stock  proper  therefor,  the  Board  6f  Commissioners  of  said 
county  are  authorized  and  directed  to  issue  to  said  Railroad  Com- 
pany the  bonds  of  such  county,  to  the  amount  of  two  hundred  thou- 
sand dollars — the  principal  thereof  payable  at  stated  periods,  and 
bearing  interest  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent,  per  annum,  semi- 
annually. / 

Section  three  provides  the  mode  of  procedure  in  determining 
whether  the  conditions  assumed  by  the  Railroad  Company  have 
been  complied  with ;  and  ^'  said  Board,  on  being  so  satisfied,  shall 
without  delay,  prepare,  issue,  and  deliver  the  bonds."  In  section 
four  we  reach  the  taxation  clause,  under  which  the  Board  assumed 
to  act  in  making  the  levy  in  question :  '^  The  said  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  are  hereby  authorized  and  required  to  levy  and  col- 
lect annually,  until  all  of  said  bonds  issued  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  shall  have  been  fully  paid  as  provided  for,  a  tax  of  one  per 
cent,  upon  all  taxable  property  of  Ormsby  County,  to  be  applied 
exclusively  to  .the  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  said 
bonds  to  be  issued  as  herein  provided."  *  *  *  jfo^  it  [^  (jqjj. 
ceded  that  when  the  levy  of  the  tax  was  made,  no  bonds  had  been 
issued — ^nor  could  they  be,  as  the  road  was  but  partially  constructed. 
No  debt  of  principal  or  interest  was  chargeable  against  the  county, 
callmg  for  the  payment  of  interest.  By  what  authority,  then,  could 
the  Board  proceed  to  levy  the  tax  ?  Look  at  the  words  of  the  Act 
under  which  the  levy  is  justified :  Not  "  bonds  which  may  be  issued," 
or  which  "  are  authorized  to  be  issued ; "  but  that  this  special  tax 
^^  shall  be  levied  and  collected  annually  until  said  bonds  umed^^ 
etc.,  meaning  thereby  that  whenever  the  bonds  were  issued,  an 
annual  tax  should  be  levied  and  collected.    This  construction  is  in 
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hannonj  with  the  tense  of  the  word  ^^  issued,"  and  is  strictly  in 
keeping,  with  the  conditions  of  the  Act  authorizmg  the  donation : 
that  bonds  shall  be  issued  and  the  property  of  the  county  subjected 
to  taxation  for  the  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest,  whenever j 
within  eighteen  months  from  the  date  of  the  Act,  a  given  character 
of  road  shall  have  been  constructed.  I  take  it  that  if  a  different 
rule  was  intended,  or  if  the  time  when  this  tax  was  first  to  be  levied 
was  to  be  in  any  degree  discretionary  with  the  Board  or  dependent 
upon  its  judgtaaent  as  to  when  the  bonds  would  probably  be  demand 
able,  that  then  the  Act  would,  as  it  does  in  tho  matter  of  the  final 
acceptance  of  the  road,  have  contamed  some  evidence  of  such  inten- 
tion, which  certainly  it  has  not.  Nor  is  there  any  analogy  between 
this  and  the  ordinary  indebtedness  of  a  county.  It  is  well  known, 
that  the  general  fiscal  concerns  of  the  county  are  for  the  most  part 
conducted  without  ready  money^  Debts  are  contracted,  liabilities 
incurred,  and  warrants  drawn  upon  its  treasury,  in  anticipation  of 
its  revenues  for  the  current  year.  The  rates  of  taxation  also  are 
fixed  by  the  Board  of  Commissioners,  with  regard  to  the  probable 
expenditures  as  well  as  of  receipts — all  of  which,  however,  has  the 
direct  sanction  of  law,  and  the  authority  cannot  be  questioned. 
Certainly,  the  cases  are  very  unlike. 

I  have  no  doubt  but  that  the  Act  in  question  was  framed  with  the 
expectation  that  it  would  secure  the  payment  of  the  interest  on  the 
bonds  as  it  fell  due,  and  if  the  levy  made  by  the  bonds  should  be 
held  invalid,  it  doubtiess  would  postpone  the  payment  of  the  first, 
and  perhaps  the  second  installment  of  interest.  But,  in  my  judg- 
ment, with  all  possible  deference  to  the  ruling  of  my  associates  on 
this  point,  the  Act  admits  of  no  construction  that  can  uphold  the 
levy.     . 

From  these  views  it  follows,  that  upon  the  question  of  the  levy 
of  the  taj  my  conclusions  are,  that  it  was  without  authority  of  law 
and  void.     Otherwise,  I  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  Ctuef  Justice. 
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THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA,  Rbspondbnt,  v.  JAMES  WALSH,       |  ^|  «{| 

Appellant.  , 

MuRDiB — ^Threats — Failurk  to  connect  Proof  Admitted  on  Condition.  In  a 
trial  for  murder,  evidence  being  offered  to  prove  that  a  half  hour  before  the 
killing  the  defendant  had  said  that  "a  d— d  puppy  had  been  talking  about  his* 
wife,  and  he  was  going  to  put  a  stop  to  it,"  was  admitted  against  defendant's 
objection,  on  the  undertaking  of  the  District  Attorney  to  show  by  further  testi- 
mony that  the  defendant  referred  to  the  deceased ;  but  no  svch  further  proof 
being  made,  nor  any  ruling  excluding  the  evidence,  and  the  prisoner  being 
convicted  of  murder  in  the  first  degree :  Held^  that  the  testimony  under  the 
drcumstances  was  improper,  was  calculated  to  prejudice  defendant,  and  in  the 
absence  of  a  proper  instruction,  was  good  cause  for  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Sixth  Judicial  District, 
Lander  County. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

WUliam  Patterson,  for  AppeUant. 
JTl  Mayenbaum,  for  Respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Johnson,  J. : 

The  defendant  was  indicted  for  murder  in  the  kiDing  of  one  Owen 
Murphy,  tried  and  convicted  for  the  crime  in  the  first  degree,  and 
sentenced  to  death.  A  new  trial  was  refused,  and  from  such  order, 
the  judgment,  and  certain  rulings  of  the  Court  below,  this  appeal  is 
brought. 

One  of  the  alleged  errors,  and  upon  which  we  rest  the  judgment 
herein,  is  the  admission  of  the  testimony  of  one  Joseph  Beardsley,  a 
witness  for  the  State,  agaiQBt  defendant's  objection.  The  grounds 
of  the  objection  will  appear  from  the  record,  as  follows : 

"  Joseph  Beardsley,  sworn  for  the  prosecution,  said :  *  t  know 
Walsh,  but  did  not  knoW  Murphy ;  was  there  at  Murphy's  cabin 
immediately  after  his  decease.  I  saw  Walsh  about  a  half  an  hour 
before»the  killing  of  Murphy ;  saw  him  near  the  Manhattan  Mill, 
as  he  was  on  his  way  home  ;  he  seemed  to  have  been  drinking  con- 
siderably.' Here  defendant's  counsel  demanded  the  objeot  of  the 
proof  about  to  be  ofiered,  when  the  District  Attorney  stated  that 
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he  proposed  to  show  threats  made  against  Murphy  by  Walsh,  and 
although  no  name  was  mentioned,  that  he  would  show  that  Murphy 
was  the  person  referred  to  by  Walsh.  The  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant objected  to  the  admission  of  the  evidence,  which  objection  was 
overruled  by  the  Court  upon  the  ground  that  the  District  Attorney 
proposed  to  connect  the  declaration  of  Walsh  with  Murphy.  De- 
fendant's counsel  then  and  there  excepted.  Beardsley  then  pro- 
ceeded :  *  *  *  «  Walsh  said  that  a  party  had  been  talking 
about  his  wife,  and  he  intended  to  put  a  stop  to  it.  *  *  *  He 
said  he  was  in  a  hurry,  and  when  asked  by  the  witness  why  in  such 
a  hurry,  his  reply  was  that  a  party  had  talked  about  his  wife,  and 
he  was  going  to  put  a  stop  to  it.  *  *  *  There  is  a  d — d  puppy 
up  here  who  has  been  talking  about  my  wife,  and  I  am  going  to  put 
a  stop  to  it.'     This  was  his  language." 

These  declarations,  detailed  by  the  witness,  were  manifestly  irrele- 
vant unless  connected  with  Murphy,  and  to  meet  the  objection,  the 
District  Attorney  stated  that  he  would  establish  by  other  evidence 
the  fact  that  Murphy  was  the  person  referred  to  by  the  defendant 
in  his  conversation  with  the  witness.  With  the  understanding  that 
such  evidence  would  be  forthcoming  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  the 
Court  admitted  these  declarations  in  evidence.  But,  as  it  appears, 
the  prosecution  did  not  make  good  the  condition  upon  which  the 
evidence  was  allowed,  for  no  additional  or  connecting  proofs  were 
adduced,  and  the  case  was  left  with  the  jury  without  an  instruction 
that  the  evidence  upon  that  point  should  be  disregarded — hence,  it 
is  claimed  that  defendant  should  have  been  granted  a  new  trial. 

Perhaps  the  expressions  testified  to  by  Beardsley  are  of  them- 
selves somewhat  vague  and  uncertain,  and  convey  no  positive  mean- 
ing of  intended  bodily  injury ;  yet,  from  the  nature  of  the  crime 
charged  upon  defendant,  and  circumstances  developed  on  the  trial, 
this  testimony  could  not  fail  to  prejudice  the  cause  of  the  accused 
in  the  minds  of  the  jurors.  Indeed,  it  seems  to  us  highly  probable 
that  this  evidence  had  material  influence  with  the  jury,  in  fixing  the. 
degree  of  guilt. 

The  Court  below,  as  we  have  shown,  not  havmg  instructed  the 
jury  to  disregard  the  evidence  of  Beardsley,  it  is  not  a  question 
here  whether  such  an  instruction  would  have  been  sufficient ;  but 
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it  is  very  certain  that  the  absence  of  such  direction  was  sufficient 
cause  to  entitle  defendant  to  a  new  trial ;  and  upon  this  ground  the 
judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceed- 
ings. 


THE  STATE  OP  NEVADA  v.  THE  BOARD  OF  COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS  OP  WASHOE  COUNTY. 

Certiorari — ^Province  or  the  Writ.  The  province  of  the  writ  of  certiorari  ex- 
tends only  to  the  question  of  jurisdictional  power. 

Board  op  Equalization  op  Special  and  Limited  Jurisdiction.  The  Board 
of  Equalization  is  of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction,  and  its  record  must  show 
affirmatively  the  necessary  jurisdictional  facts.  ,      ^ 

Equalization — Reduction  op  Assessments.  Under  the  Revenue  Act  of  1866 
(Stats,  of  1866,  168,  Sec.  15)  the  Board  of  Equalization  has  no  power  to  re- 
duce an  assessment  when  the  person  complaining  has  refused  to  give  the  asses- 
sor a  statement  under  oath  of  his  property. 

Sworn  Statement  op  Railroad  Companies.  Under  the  Revenue  Act  of  1869, 
(Stats.  1869,  184)  the  sworn  statement  as  to  the  property  of  railroads,  to  be 
given  to  assessor  for  assessment  purposes,  must  show  affirmatively  that  the 
person  making  it  is  one  of  the  persons  named  in  the  statute,  and  be  subscribed 
by  him. 

Failure  to  make  Sworn  Statement.  The  punishment  prescribed  for  failure  of 
a  railroad  company  to  make  a  sworn  statement,  as  required  by  the  Revenue 
Act  of  1869,  (Stats.  1869,  184,  Sec.  3)  is  in  addition  to  the  penalty  of  exclus- 
ion from  the  benefits  of  equalization. 

Demand  por  Sworn  Statement — Burden  op  Proop.  Where  a  revenue  Act  pro- 
vided that  a  sworn  statement  of  the  property  of  a  railroad  should  be  furnished 
on  demand  of  the  assessor,  otherwise  it  should  be  deprived  of  the  benefits  of 
equalization ;  and,  no  proper  statement  being  made,  it  was  claimed  by  the 
railroad  company  that  it  did  not  appear  that  there  had  been  any  demand : 
Held^  that  the  burden  of  proof  was  upon  the  railroad  company  desiring  equii- 
ization  to  show  the  fact  of  neglect  to  make  the  demand. 

Certiorari  from  the  Supreme  Court  to  the  Board  of  Counfy 
Commissioners  of  Washoe  County,  sitting  as  the  Board  of  Equal- 
ization of  that  county. 

The  valuation  of  the  property  of- the  Central  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  in  Washoe  County,  made  September  9th,  1869,  by  Wil- 
liam Thompson,  County  Assessor,  was  one  million,  two  hundred  and 
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three  thousand,  one  hundred  and  thirtj-nme  doUars.  The  stat^ 
ment  of  John  Coming  fixed  it  at  four  hundred  and  seyentj-fiye 
thousand,  two  hundred  and  eighty-two  doUars  and  fifteen  cents. 
The  Board  of  Equalization  reduced  it  to  six  hundred  and  fifty-six 
thousand  three  hundred  and  eighty-nine  dollars,  i  It  was  at  the 
instance  and  upon  the  affidavit  of  William  Thompson  that  the  writ 
was  issued. 


By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

On  the  first  of  October  last  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
of  Washoe  County,  sitting  and  acting  as  a  Board  of  Equalization, 
reduced  the  assessment  for  the  present  fisciJ  year  of  the  Central 
^Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  California,  a  corporation  having  a 
certain  portion  of  its  road  and  property  in  this  State  and  the 
County  aforesaid.  Application  being  made  to  this  Court  for  a  writ 
of  certiorari,  the  same  was  issued,  and  thereupon  certm  papers 
and  minutes  have  been  certified  up,  upon  which  decision  is  to  be 
made. 

No  dispute  exists  between  the  contesting  parties  as  to  the  office 
of  the  writ,  and  as  that  has  been  heretofore  decided  in  this  Court, 
(^Maynard  v.  Bailey^  2  Nev.  313)  suffice  it  to  say,  that  its  province 
extends  only  to  the  question  whether  the  Board  acted  within  its 
jurisdictional  powers.  To  settie  that  question,  of  course  it  is  proper 
to  review  any  or  all  eviuence  certified.  (  Whitney  v.  The  Board 
of  Fire  DeUgatee,  14  Cal.  479.) 

The  grant  of  power  to  the  Board  will  be  found  in  the  ^^  Act  to 
further  amend  an  Act  entitied  an  Act  to  provide  Bevenue  for  the 
yipport  of  the  Government  of  the  State  of  Nevada,"  approved 
March  1st,  1866,  section  fifteen,  as  follows:  '^^The  Board  of 
Equalization  shall  have  power  to  determine  all  complaints  made  in 
regard  to  the  assessed  value  of  any  property,  and  may  change  and 
correct  any  valuation,  either  by  adding  thereto  or  deducting  there- 
from, if  they  deem  the  sum  fixed  in  the  assessment  roll  either  above 
or  below  its  true  value,  whether  said  sum  was  fixed  by  the  owner 
or  assessor,  except  that  in  case  where  the  person  complaining  of 
the  assessment  has  refused  to  give  the  assessor  his  list  under  oath, 
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as  required  under  this  Act,  no  reduction  shall  be  made  by  the 

• 

Board  of  Equalization  in  the  assessment  made  by  the  assessor." 

The  Board  is,  in  this  matter  of  equalization,  of  special  and  limited 
jurisdiction,  and  nothing  in  that  regard  is  to  be  presumed  in  its 
favor.  Its  record  must  show  affirmatively  the  necessary  jurisdic- 
tional facts,  else  the  inference  is  adverse.  (  Whitney  v.  The  Board 
of  Fire  Delegates,  14  Cal.  479 ;  Finch  v.  Tehama  County,  29 
Cal.  453;  Plummer  v.  WaterviUe,  32  Maine,  566;  Mhode  v. 
Davis  J  2  Ind.  [Carter]  58.;  City  of  Lowell  v.  The  County 
Comms.  of  Middlesex,  3  Allen,  550.) 

The  record  in  this  case  discloses  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  state- 
ment from  the  raihroad  company,  with  this  affidavit  : 

"State  of  Nevada, 
County  of  Washoe. 

"  John  Coming,  of  the  Central  Pacific  Raibroad  Company,  being 
duly  sworn,  says :  That  the  annexed  statement  contains  a  full, 
true,  particular,  and  correct  account  of  all  the  taxable  property, 
and  its  true  valuation,  beldnging  to,  or  in  the  custody,  or  under  the 
control  of  said  raibroad  company,  within  the  County  of  Washoe, 
State  of  Nevada,  and  that  the  statement  here  made  as  to  the  num- 
ber of  miles  of  said  raibroad  within  the  State  of  Nevada,  and  the 
amount  and  value  of  the  rolling  stock  used  in  the  State  of  Nevada, 
is  full,  true,  and  correct. 

"  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  seventeenth  day  of 
August,  A.D.  1869. 

"  J.  R.  LOVBJOY, 

"  J.  P.,  Verdi  Township.*' 

This  paper  is  certified  as  heins^  "  a  full,  true,  and  correct  copy 
of  the  ori^  statement  of  property  make  bjthe  said  company 
and  returned  to  the  Assessor  of  Washoe  County,  Nevada,  as  used 
in  evidence  before  the  Board  of  Equalization  in  the  matter  of 
equalizing  said  company's  taxes. '^ 

A  statute  of  this  State  entitied  ^'  An  Act  supplementary  to  an 
Act  entitled  an  Act  to  provide  Revenue  for  the  Support  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  State  of  Nevada,  approved  March  9th,  1865,  and 
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the  Acts  amendatory  thereof,"  approved  March  6th,  1869,  provides 
in  its  first  section  ^thus : 

Section  1.  ^^  In  all  cases  where  a  railroad  is  located  and  is  being 
or  has  been  constructed  in  or  through  two  or  more  of  the  counties 
of  this  State,  the  President,  Secretary,  General  Superintendent,  or 
Managing  Agent  of  the  corporation,  company,  or  persons  owning 
the  same,  or  some  Managing  Agent  thereof  within  the  county,  shall, 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  demand  by  the  County  Assessor  of 
any  county  in  or  through  which  said  road  is  being  or  has  been  con- 
structed, furnish  to  said  Assessor  a  statement  under  oath  or  affirma- 
tion, which  shall  be  in  writing,  duly  subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  ' 
some  officer  within  the  State  authorized  by  law  to  administer  oaths 
setting  forth    *    *    *•" 

The  paper  offered  fails  to  comply  with  the  statute  in  several  impor- 
tant particulars :  1st.  It  does  not  show  that  the  party  making  the  affi- 
davit was  one  of  the  persons  made  competent  to  render  the  statement 
by  statute.  It  should  affirmatively  appear  that  he  is  such  person,  and 
he  should  also  swear  to  the  fact.  (^Lindsay  v.  Sherman^  5  How.  Pr. 
R.  308 ;  Hx  parte  Bank  of  Monroe^  7  Hill,  177 ;  Ounningham  v. 
Goeletj  4  Den.  71 ;  People  v.  Perrin^  1  How.  Pr.  R.  75 ;  Exll  v. 
Hoover  J  5  Wis.  354.)  2d.  The  affidavit  is  not  subscribed.  Upon 
this  point  the  statute  is  peremptory.  The  language  of  the  orig- 
inal and  amendatory  Acts  differs  from  that  of  the  supplemental 
above  quoted,  touching  the  statement  and  affidavit.  They  provide 
that  the  Assessor  ^' shall  demand  *  *  *  a  statement  under 
oath  or  affirmation."  These  do  not  provide,  save  inferentially,  for 
a  written  statement ;  nor  do  they  require  a  subscription.  There- 
under, perhaps,  it  would  be  sufficient  to  make  an  oral  statement 
under  oath  or  affirmation ;  and  if  the  affidavit  be  written,  it  need 
not  necessarily  be  subscribed ;  (Jackson  v.  VirgU^  3  Johns,  540 ; 
3JxUiu9  V.  Shafer,  3  Denio,  60 ;  Ede  v.  Johnson^  15  Cal.  63)  ; 
but  otherwise  under  the  supplemental  Act.  Therein,  subscription 
is  required ;  why,  is  not  for  this  Court  to  inquire ;  but  from  the 
fact  that  the  additional  provisiofa  is  made,  it  follows  that  it  was 
deemed  proper  or  necessary  by  the  Legislature ;  and  at  all  events, 
being  required,  it  must  be  done,  else  the  statement  does  not  con-  ^ 
form  to  the  statute.     (Stone  v.  Marvel^  45  N.  H.  481 ;  Porter  v. 
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Com^s  of  Norfolk^  5  Gray,  366 ;   OtU  Co.  v.  Inhabitants  of  Ware, 
8  Gray,  509.) 

It  is  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  Board,  that  as  the  supplemental 
Act  provides  a  panishment  for  non-compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  section  one  above  quoted,  therefore  the  further  penalty  of 
exclusion  from  the  benefits  of  equalization  should  not  and  cannot  be. 
imposed.  « 

This  is  (he  provision  of  the  Act  referred  to : 

Sec.  3.  "  If  any  corporation,  company,  or  persons  owning  such 
railroad  fail,  neglect  or  refuse,  after  bemg  notified,  to  furnish  a 
statement  for  assessment  and  taxation  as  provided  in  this  Act,  the 
County  Assessor  may  proceed  to  make  the  assessments  in  the  same 
manner  as  in*  other  cases,  as  provided  in  the  Act  to  which  this  Act 
is  supplementary ;  and  any  person  upon  whom  a  demand  is  made 
for  a  statement,  as  in  this  Act  provided,  failing,  neglecting,  or  refus- 
ing to  furnish  the  statement  as  required,  without  legal  excuse,  shall 
be  subject  to  the  same  punishment  as  in  other  cases  of  such  failure, 
neglect  or  refusal,  as  provided  in  the  Act  aforesaid." 

A  review  of  all  the  Acts  will  show,  however,  that  a  distinction  is 
and  should  be  made  between  punishment  to  the  offending  party  and 
the  power  of  the  Board.  The  punishment  referred  to  is  prescribed 
in  section  six  of  the  Act  of  1866,  to  which  the  Act  of  1869  is  sup- 
plemental. It  is  probable  that  the  punishment  would  have  followed 
without  the  provisions  of  section  three  of  the  Act  last  named ;  that 
may  be  considered  the  result  of  excessive  caution. 

The  grant  of  power  to  the  Board  is  contained  in  section  fifteen  of 
the  Act  of  1866,  treating  of  other  and  different  matter  than  that  of 
section  six.  The  two  Acts  are  to  be  read  together,  one  being  sup- 
plemental to  the  other,  and  section  fift;een  applies  to  the  Act  as  a 
whole ;  otherwise,  there  is  no  power  to  equalize  the  assessments  o{ 
railroad  companies,  as  the  only  grant  of  power  of  equalization  is  to 
•be  found  in  the  section  referred  to,  and  thereby  the  Board  is 
explicitly  deprived  of  power  to  reduce  the  assessment  of  a  party 
refusing  "  to  give  the  Assessor  his  list  under  oath,  as  required  under 
this  Act."  What  Act  ?  Why,  the  Act  as  a  whole.  The  list  to 
be  given  in  on^  way  by  certain  parties  named ;  in  another,  by  rail- 
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road  companies,  whose  form  and  requirements  of  list  are  prescribed 
in  the  Act  of  1869. 

It  is  further  claimed  that  there  is  no  proof  that  the  Assessor 
ever  demanded  a  statement  of  the  party  in  question,  and  therefore 
it  cannot  be  said  that  there  was  a  refosal  to  render  one,  and  that 
unless  there  was  such  refusal,  the  Board  had  jurisdiction.  Aside 
from  the^general  proposition  that  the  officer  must  in  this  and  similar 
instances  be  presumed  to  have  done  his  duty  until  the  contrary 
appears^  (Hartwdl  v.  Boot^  19  John.  845)  the  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  the  party  desiring  relief  from  the  Board,  to  show  the  fact  of 
the  officer's  neglect.  (JVinnmmmet  Co.  y.  Assessor  Ibwn  of 
Chelsea  J  6  Cush.  477.)     . 

That  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad  Company  so  understood  the 
law,  is  evident  from  the  offer  of  the  paper  heretofore  referred  to  in 
evidence.  This  is  claimed  as  a  substantial  compliance  with  the 
statute ;  perhaps  under  dome  circumstances  it  might  be,  but  as  this 
is  a  jurisdictional  question  of  power,  neither  this  Court  nor  the 
Board  of  Equalization  of  Washoe  County  can  deem  any  compliance 
substantial,  save  one  literal. 

The  statute  is  plain  and  simple  in  its  requirements.  While  it 
should  not  be  so  construed  as  to  entrap  the  unwary,  on  the  other 
hand  its  positive  provisions  cannot  be  frittered  away  by  judicial 
interpretation.  The  Company  failed  to  show 'the  making  of  the 
statutory  statement.  Failure  to  make  such  is  a  refusal,  under  the 
statute.  In  such  case,  the  Board  of  Equalization  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  case  upon  complaint  of  undue  assessment,  and  no  right 
to  reduce ;  and  in  attempting  so  to  do,  exceeded,  ita  powers.    • 

It  is  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  all  the  proceedings  had 
by  the  Board  of  Equalization  of  Washoe  County,  State  of  Nevada, 
touching  the  reduction  of  the  assessment  of  the  Central  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  of  California,  for  the  fiscal  year  1869,  be,  and  the 
same  are  hereby  annulled. 

Let  judgment  be  entered  accordingly.  , 
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THE    STATE    OF   NEVADA  bx  rel.  S.  W.  McGUIRE,       ,?  jg 
Respondent,  v.  THOMAS  A.  WATERMAN,  Appbu,ant.         *^'"" 

Mandamus — ^Rkyiew  op  Actiox  or  Registry  Agents.  Under  sections  six  and 
dght  of  the  Registry  Law,  (Stats.  1869,  140)  the  functions  of  the  writ  of  man- 
damus are  enlarged  so  as  to  allow  a  hearing  of  evidence,  and  an  enforcement 
by  such  writ  of  the  proper  registration  of  an  elector,  or  the  erasure  of  a  name 
improperly  registered :  being  in  effect  a  review  of  judicial  or  discretionary 
action  of  the  R^stry  Agfent. 

Mandamus  Not  Issued  When  Fruitless.  A  mandamus  will  not  issue4o  require 
the  performance  of  a  duty,  unless  it  appear  that  the  defendant  has  it  in  his 
power  to  perform  the  duty  required. 

Elko  County  Registration.  Where  the  Act  to  create  Elko  County  (Stats. 
1869,  158)  required  certain  Registry  Agents  to  register  the  names  of  electors 
before  June  21st,  1869;  and  after  that  date  a  mandamus  was  issued  to  com- 
pel one  of  them  to  erase  names  improperly  registered :  Held,  that  the  Registry 
Agent  was  functus  officio  ;  that  the  writ  consequently  could  not  be  complied 
with,  and  that  it  was  therefore  improperly  issued. 

^Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Sixth  Judicial  District, 
Lauder  Couutj. 

Earl  Sf  Smithy  for  Appellant. 

I.  To  authorize  the  issuance  of  mandamus,  it  must  appear  that 
defendant  yet  has  it  in  his  power  to  perform  the  duty  required  of 
him.  (12  Barb.  217  ;  16  Barb.  607 ;  24  Barb.  166.;  11  How. 
Pr.  89 ;  7  Abb.  Pr.  84.) 

« 

n.  The  writ  wiD  not  issue  where  it  would  be  unavailing  from 
want  of  power  in  the  defendant  to  comply.  (12  Barb.  217  ;  15 
Barb.  607  ;  24  Barb.  166  ;  11  How.  Pr.  89  ;  18  How.  Pr.  305  ; 
4  Abb.  Pr.  84 ;  28  Cal.  4^9.) 

III.  The  writ  will  not  be  allowed  in  cases  where  corporations 
and  ministerial  and  other  officers  have  acted  judicially,  nor  where 
they  have  a  discretion  with  regard  to  the  performance  of  an  act 
(1  Den.  617  ;  12  Barb.  446 ;  15  Barb.  608 ;  22  Barb.  114  ;  39 
Barb.  651 ;  12  Johns.  414 ;  19  John.  259 ;  9  Wend.  508  ;  *1  Hill, 
862  ;  4  Cal.  177  ;  10  Cal.  376  ;  22  Cal.  34.) 

lY.  The  writ  will  not  lie  to  a  Court  acting  under  a  special 
commission  which  has  expired  by  its  own  linutation  previous  to  the 
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application  for  the  writ.    (20  Wend.  108  ;  Stats.  1869, 153,  Sees. 
8-5.) 

V.  The  alternative  writ  was  not  served  till  June  22<!,  1869, 
twenty-two  days  after  the  date  in  which  defendant  is  required  bj 
law  to  certify  the  registry  list  to  the  County  Commissioners,  and 
one  day  after  the  election  held  under  the  Act  of  the  Le^lature 
organizmg  the  County  of  Elko.  The  order  for  the  peremptory  writ 
was  made  August  10th,  1869,  fifty  days  after  the  organization  of 
the  Cotinty  of  Elko,  and  thirty-four  days  after  the  county  and 
township  officers  had  entered  upon  their  official  duties.  The  writ 
therefore  will  not  lie :  First,  because  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  de- 
fendant to  comply ;  second,  because  it  would  be  unavailing  from 
want  of  power  in  defendant  to  comply. 

S".  Mayenlauntj  for  Respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Johnson,  J. :  ^ 

The  controversy  in  this  case  grows  out  of  certain  proceedings 
had  under  "An  Act  to  Create  the  County  of  Elko,  and  to  Provide 
for  the  Organization  thereof,"  approved  March  5th,  1869,  (Stats. 
1869, 153)  wherein  the  immediate  organization  of  said  county  was 
conditional  upon  there  being  registered  more  than  one  thousand 
legal  voters  therein,  previous  to  the  twentieth  of  May,  1869.'  It 
appears  that  Thomas  A.  Waterman  was  duly  appointed  and  quali- 
fied as  one  of  the  Registry  Agents,  authorized  by  section  three  of 
said  Act ;  and  that  within  the  periods  prescribed  therein,  he  regis-, 
tered  the  names  of  four  hundred  and  twenty-six  persons,  as  quali-* 
fied  to  vote  in  such  County  of  Elko.      * 

On  the  nineteenth  of  June,  1869,  Maguire,  tl^e  relator  herein, 
presented  his  petition,  under  oath,  to  said  District  Court,  in  which 
among  other  averments  it  is  alleged  that  "  he,  the  petitioner,  is  a 
qualified  elector  of  said  county ;  that  of  the  several  persons  regis- 
tered lly  Waterman,  as  Registry  Agent  aforesaid,  Reuben  S.  Dick- 
erson  and  one  hundred  and  twenty-four  others,  (whose  names  are 
stated)  are  not  legal  or  qualified  voters,  nor  entitled  to  be  so  regis- 
tered ;  and  that  said  Registry  Agent  registered  the  names  of  said 
persons  in  fraud  of  the  Act  before  cited ;  that  on  the  sixteenth  of 
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June,  1869,  he  dulj  filed  with  said  Registry  Agent,  aiEdavits  in 
writing — that  is  to  say,  one  affidavit  for  each  of  said  persons  so 
illegally  registered — which  affidavits  set  forth,  that  said  S.  W.  Mc- 
Guire is  a  qualified  elector  of  said  county ;  that  said  persons,  or 
either  of  them,  or  any  of  them,  never  were  nor  are  they  now,  nor 
will  they  ever  be,  on  the  said  twenty-first  day  of  June,  1869,  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  and  the  State  of  Nevada.  That  they,  or 
either,  or  any  of  them,  will  not  on  said  day  have  actually  resided  in 
said  State  six  months  next  preceding  said  day ;  that  they,  and  eiiph 
of  them,  left  the  said  County  of  Elko  and  State  of  Nevada,  with 
the  purpose  of  remaining  absent  therefrom ;  that  the  said  affiant 
then  and  there  objected  in  writing  to  the  right  to  vote  and  the  reg- 
istration of  said  persons  tad  each  of  them ;  and  that  he  then  and 
there,  challenged  each  of  them  on  the  said  grounds,  and  demanded 
of  said  Registry  Agent  to  issue  a  notice  or  notices  to  each  of  said 
persons  to  appear  and  answer  said  objections  according  to  law,  and 
the  questions  put  to  them  by  the  said  Registry  Agent ;  and  that 
each  of  them  be  stricken  from  said  registry ;  and  this  affiant  then 
and  there  demanded  of  said  Registry  Agent  to  issue  and  sign  a 
notice  to  each  of  said  persons,  notifying  them  to  appear  before 
him,  the  said  agent,  at  his  said  office,  at  the  time  therein  to  be 
specified  by  said  agent,  then  and  there  to  answer  under  oath  such 
questions  as  may  be  propounded  to  each  of  them,  touching  their 
qualifications  as  electors.  I 

^'  That  the  said  Registry  Agent  then  and  there  neglected  and 
refused,  and  ever  since  has  neglected  and  refused,  and  still  neglects 
and  refuses,  to  issue  such  notices,  with  the  intent  to  deprive  this 
affiant  of  his  right  to  challenge  said  illegally-registered  persons,  and 
with  the  intent  to  force  the  organization  of  said  county  b^  illegal 
voters,  and  in  fraud  of  said  Act.  ♦  ♦  ♦  That  without  said 
persons  so  illegally  registered,  there  are  not  one  thousand  persons 
registered  in  said  County  of  Elko.  Wherefore,  this  affiant  prays 
that  an  altem&tive  writ  of  mandamus  is«ue  to  compel  said  Registry 
Agent  to  issue  such  notices,  and  to  erase  from  said  registry  the 
names  of  said  persons  immediately  after  service  of  such  writ,  or 
show  cause  before  said  Court  why  he  has  not  done  so."  Thereupon, 
the  Court  issued  the  writ  in  conformity  with  the  prayer  of  petitioner, 
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making  the  same  returnable  on  the  thirtieth — service  of  which  was 
had  on  the  twenty-second  of  said  month.  Waterman  made  his 
showing  hj  way  of  answer ;  also,  moved  to  discharge  the  writ  upon 
several  grounds ;  but  from  the  view  we  take  of  these  proceedings, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  its  history  further,  than  to  state  that  on 
the  tenth  of  August,  after  the  trial  and  determination  of  certain 
issues  of  fact  by  a  jury,  the  Court  awarded  judgment  that  a  per- 
emptory writ  of  mandate  be  issued  to  said  Waterman,  as  Registry 
Agent,  requiring  and  compelling  him  to  erase  forthwith  from  said 
registry  the  names  of  the  persons  aforesaid,  to  wit:  Reuben  S. 
Dickerson,  and  the  one  hundred  and  twenty-four  others  named  in 
said  petition ;  and  from  said  judgment  Waterman  brings  his  appeal 
upon  the  judgment  roll  alone. 

Under  sections  six  and  eight  of  the  '^Act  to  Provide  for  the 
Registration  of  the  Names  of  Electors,  and  to  prevent  Frauds  at 
Elections,".  (Stats.  1869, 140)  the  extent  of  the  power  of  District 
Courts  and  Judges  thereof  to  inquire  into  and  determine,  by  means 
of  the  writ  of  mandamus,  the  right  of  registration,  is  in  one  par- 
ticular enlarged  beyond  the  ordinary  functions  of  such  writ  as 
understood  at  common  law,  and  under  our  general  statutes — ^in 
this,  that  it  authorizes  the  Court  or  Judge  to  hear  the  evidence  and 
enforce,  by  peremptory  writ,  the  proper  re^stration  of  an  elector, 
or  to  erase  from  the  registered  list  of  electors  the  name  of  any  per- 
son therem  registered — which  is,  in  effect,  a  review  of  matters 
wherein  the  Registry  Agent  has  a<;ted  judicially  and  discretianaUy 
in  granting  or  refusing  the  application.  But  otherwise,  in  all  essen- 
tial respects,  the  writ  and  proceedings  under  it  stand  unaffected  by 
the  Act  in  question,  and  must  be  governed  by  those  general  princi- 
ples and  rules  applicable  thereto.  Among  them  are:  Ist.  To 
authorize  the  issuance  of  the  writ  of  mandamus,  the  act  required 
to  be  performed  must  be  a  duty  resulting  from  the  office,  and  en- 
joined by  law.  (Prac.  Act,  title  Mandamtu.)  2d.  It  must  appear 
that  defendant  yet  has  it  in  his  power  to  perform  the  duty  required 
of  him ;  and  the  writ  will  be  refused  if  it  be  manifest  that  it  would 
be  vain  and  fruitless,  or  cannot  have  a  beneficial  effect.  (Tapping 
on  Mandamus,  17 ;  People  v.  Supermtors  of  Oreeney  12  Wend. 
217 ;  People  v.  Supervisors  of  Westchester^  16  Wend.  607 ;  Ooto- 
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nioZ  Life  Ass.  Co.  y.  Board  of  Supervisors^  New  York,  24  Wend. 
166.)  • 

The  Act  creating  the  Coantj  of  Elko,  in  section  three  provides 
that  the  Registry  Agents  appointed  bj  the  Board  of  County  Com- 
missioners shall  have  power  and  authority,  and  it  shall  be  their 
duty,  previous  to  the  twentieth  day  of  May,  1869,  to  register  all 
the  legal  voters  properly  entitled  to  be  registered  within  their  dis- 
tricts or  precincts,  offering  to  do  so.  Such  registration  shall  be 
conducted  in  all  respects  under  the  provisions  of  the  registry  laws 
of  this  State.  Each  of  said  Registry  Agents  shall,  prior  to  the 
first  of  'June,  1869,  ce^^fy  to  stud  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Hie  number  of  voters  by  each  registered ;  also  the  registry  lists 
from  which  the  certificate  is  made,  or  a*  copy  thereof."  It  is 
furthermore  provided  in  said  Act,  section  four,  that  ^'  if  it  shall 
appear  from  the  certificates  of  the  Registry  Agents,  supported  by 
an  examination  of  the  registry  lists,  (or  a  copy  thereof)  that  more 
than  one  thousand  voters  have  been  registered  within  the  county, 
such  fact  shall  be  properly  notedy  or  entered  on  the  minutes  of  the 
proceedings  of  said  Board,  and  the  Board  shall  make  an  order  for 
the  organization  of  the  county,  by  an  election  of  county  and  town-  . 
ship  officers.  .*  *  *  K  it  appears  that  the  number  of  re^stered 
voters  is  less  than  one  thousand,  the  election  for  county  officers 
shall  be  held  on  the  day  of  the  general  election,  in  the  year  a.d. 
1870,  ♦  ♦  *  provided,  the  special  election  herein  provided 
for,  (which  under  section  five,  is  fixed  for  the  third  Monday  of 
June,  1869,  being  the  twenty-first  day  of  the  month)  if  held,  shall 
be  so.  held  under  the  registration  herein  provided  for.  A  new 
registration  shall  be  made  for  the  election  in  the  year  1870."  *  * 
Section  eight  of  the  Registration  Act  before  cited  further  defines 
the  duties  of  the  Re^stry  Agents,  and  among  others  therein 
enumerated,  they  are  required  to  hear  and  determine  objections 
made  in  a  given  way,  to  any  person  registered  and  notified  of  such 
objections,  ^^  until  six  o'clock  p.m.  on  the  fourth  day  previous  to  the 
day  of  election."  But  in  respect  to  any  and  all  of  the  questions 
arising  upon  matters  stated  in  the  petition,  concerning  the  duty  of 
such  Registry  Agents,  they  are  subordinate  to,  and  must  follow  tiie 
determination  of  the  leading  and  principal  question  raised  by  this 
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appeal.  Was  it  a  duty  resulting  from  his  office  as  Registry  Agent 
and  within  the  power  of  Waterman  to  comply  witd  the  mandate  of 
the  District  Court  of  August  10th,  to  erase  the  names  of  the  per- 
sons named  from  such  registry-roll  ?  It  has  been  shown  that  the 
creation  of  the  office  and  the  duties  imposed  upon  the  Registry 
Agents  was  for  a  special  purpose,  having  reference  to  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  county,  and  the  special  election  of  the  twenty-first  of 
Juiie.  No  other  election  was  authorized  or  could  possibly  occur 
until  the  general  election  in  1870,  and  then,  as  we  have  shown  by 
the  law,  it  was  subject  to  a  new  registration,  with  which  these 
officers  under  their  original  appointment  could  have  no  duties  to 
perform.  Thus  it  is  seen,  that  the  authority  and  correspondingly 
the  duty  of  the  Registry  Agent  was  covered  by  a  special  com- 
mission which  at  furthest  could  not  extend  beyond  the  day  appointed 
for  the  special  election,  the  twenty-first  of  June.  As  before  stated, 
the  alternative  writ  was  served  on  the  twenty-second  of  June,  the 
day  following  the  appointed  time  of  such  election,  whilst  the  man- 
datory writ  was  not  directed  to  issue  until  the  tenth  of  August, 
when  such  Registry  Agent,  even  at  the  earliest  of  these  dates,  was 
funcUi%  officio.  The  writ  will  not  be  granted  in  such  a  case.  (Z%e 
People  V.  Monroe^  Oyer  and  Terminer,  20  Wend.  108.) 

Although  the  matters  stated  in  the  petition  may  show  a  disregard 
of  official  duty  by  such '  Registry  Agent,  yet  it  was  beyond  his 
power  to  correct  his  action  or  in  fact  to  act  in  any  way  as  a  Registry 
Agent  when  the  first  writ  was  served ;  much  less  at  the  later  time 
when  a  peremptory  writ  was  ordered.  The  acts  we  have  cited 
furmshed  a  sufficient  reply  to  the  petition,  and  inquiry  need  have 
extended  no  further  to  show  that  the  commands  of  the  later  writ 
could  not  be  complied  with,  for  he  was  no  longer  an  officer  under 
the  law,  and  that  '^  its  issuance  would,"  in  the  language  of  the 
authorities  herein  cited,  '^  be  vain  and  fruitless,  and  could  have  no 
beneficial  effect."  Hence  we  conclude  that  the  Court  below  erred 
in  allowing  the  peremptory  writ,  and  therefore  it  is  ordered  that 
such  judgment  be  reversed,  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  petition. 
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THE  STATE  OP  NEVADA  ex  kbl.  WILLIAM  T.  O'NEALE      J^> 

V.  J.  G.  McCLINTON.  .  *^'«» 

Imsanitt  of  District  Judgk.  Where  a  District  Judge  was  pfonounced  insane 
and  sent  to  an  insane  asylum  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  for  the  care 
of  insane  persons,  (Stats.  1 869,  104)  and  upon  a  certificate  thereof,  the  Gover- 
nor appointed  another  person  to  fill  his  office  as  in  case  of  a  vacancy :  ffeld^ 
that  the  office  was  not  vacant,  and  that  the  appointment  of  another  Judge  was 
void. 

Statute  Concerninq  Insane  Persons — Vacancy  in  Office.  The  finding  and 
declaration  of  an  incumbent  of  the  office  of  District  Judge  to  be  Insane,  in 
accordance  with  tha  provisions  of  the  statute  for  the  care  of  the  insane  (Stats. 
1869,  104)  does  not  create  a  vacancy  in  his  office. 

Constitutional  Construction — Removal  of  Judges  from  Office.  As  the  Con- 
stitution (Art  VII,  Sec.  8)  provides  for  the  removal  from  office  of  Judges  in  a 
certain  manner  by  the  Legislature,  such  provision  is  exclusive  and  prohibitory 
upon  the  Legislature  of  other  means  for  such  removal. 

Office,  now  Vacated.    An  office  presently  filled  cannot  become  vacant  without  a 
removal  either  voluntary  or  involuntary ;  when  voluntary,  no  judicial  determi- 
nation resulting  in  vacation  is  necessary ;  when  involuntary,  such  determination 
is  essential,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  the  Constitution  or  laws  in  pursuance         ^ 
thereof. 

Argument  of  Inconvenience.  The  argument  of  inconvenience  can  have  no 
weight  in  the  construction  of  a  law ;  or  at  most,  only  in  the  case  of  a  very 
doubtful  point. 

This  was  an  original  proceeding  in  the  Supreme  Court  in  the 
nature  of  qiu>  warranto  to  inquire  into  the  right  of  the  defendant 
to  hold  the  office  of  District  Judge  of  the  Eighth  Judicial  District. 
It  appeared  that  on  May  27th,  1869,  Judge  Chase  was  taken 
before  Judge  Wright  of  the  Second  Judicial  District,  declared  to 
be  insane,  and  in  accordance  with  the  statute  ordered  to  be  con- 
veyed to  the  Insane  Asylum  at  Stockton,  in  California.  The  testi- 
mony of  the  physicians  on  the  inquest  showed  that  he  was  mono- 
maniacal  and  belligerent ;  subject  to  sudden  paroxysms  of  passion, 
and  disposed  to  quarrel  with  his  friends ;  that  there  was  no  perma- 
nent hallucination;  that  he  had  rational  intervals,  but  that  his 
disease  was  increasing. 

Mesick  ^  Seely^  for  Relator. 

I.     When  the  office  of  District  Judge  is  once  filled,  it  can  only 
22 
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become  vacant  in  one  of  three  ways :  First,  by  the  death  of  the 
incumbent ;  second,  by  the  resignation  of  the  incumbent ;  or,  third, 
by  the  removal  of  the  incumbent  from  the  ojffice  by  competent 
authority.  It  is  admitted  that  S.  H.  Chase  was  duly  elected  Judge 
at  the  November  election  in  1866,  and  unless  the  office  has  since 
become  vacant,  (the  term  of  office  being  four  years)  Chase  is  still 
Judge,  and  the  defendant  is  a  usurper.  Chase  has  neither  died  nor 
resigned  his  office,  and  consequently  is  Judge,  unless  he  has  been 
removed  from  office ;  and  he  has  not  been  removed,  because  the 
Legislature  has  not  acted  in  the  premises,  and  no  other  authority 
has  power  to  remove  a  District  Judge.  (Const.,  Art,  VIII,  Sees, 
8  and  4.) 

n.  The  statute  of  1866  (Stats.  1866,  237,  Sec*  85)  does  not 
necessarily  include  the  office  of  District  Judge,  and  was  probably 
passed  in  pursuance  of  the  requirements  of  section  four,  article 
eight,  of  the  Constitution,  in  order  to  provide  for  the  removal  of 
civil  officers  other  than  Judge,  etc.  But  if  the  office  of  District 
Judge  is  included  within  said  section  thirty-five,  to  that  extent  the 
section  is  void  under  the  Constitution. 

in.  If  section  thirty-five  does  include  the  office  of  District 
Judge,  and  it  be  valid.  Judge  Chase  has  never  been  found,  upon  a 
commission  of  lunacy  issued  to  determine  the  fact,  to  be  a  confirmed 
insane  person,  or  confirmed  lunatic.  The  proceedings  had  to  ascer- 
tain his  mental  condition  were  not  upon  such  a  commission  of  lunacy 
as  is  required  by  the  section  referred  to,  nor  a  commission  of  lunacy 
at  all  in  any  legal  sense.  (2  Barb.  Chan.  Practice,  226  and  242, 
Sec.  3.)  The  commission  was  not  issued  by  any  Court,  nor  were 
the  proceedings  which  were  had  in  the  premises  had  in  Court,  nor 
entered  of  record  in  Court,  but  wete  ex  parte,  and  had  at  the 
Judge's  chambers.  Besides,  Judge  Chase  was  not  found  to  be  a 
confirmed  lunatic ;  on  the  contrary,  he  was  found  to  be  temporarily 
and  curably  insane.  The  proceedings  were  had  under  the  provis- 
ions of  the  Act  of  1869,  passed  to  provide  for  the  curing  of  persons 
temporarily  insane.  Confirmed  lunatics  are  excluded  from  the 
benefit  of  that  Act. 
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WellSj  Seawell  ^  Boring^  for  Respondent. 

I.  It  is  contended  that  the  mode  pointed  out  in  article  eight, 
section  three,  of  the  Constitution,  is  the  only  constitutional  mode  of 
ousting  from  oflSce  a  District  Judge.  We  would  hazard  nothing, 
were  we  to  admit  the  proposition  to  be  true  and  logical.  Removal 
from  office  is  one  thing ;  what  act,  omission,  or  event  shall  render 
an  office  vacant,  is  another  and  quite  a  different  thing.  While  it 
may  be  true  that  one  judicial  tribunal  cannot,  by  proceedings  insti- 
tuted, remove  a  Judge,  it  is  certainly  true  that  when  an  act  has 
been  done,  or  an  omission  has  been  made,  or  an  event  has  occurred 
which,  per  sCy  vacates  the  office,  a  Court  or  Judge,  as  the  facts  and 
nature  of  the  case  may  justify  and  require,  may  judicially  declare 
that  the  act  was  done,  the  omission  made,  or  the  event  had  trans- 
pired, which  rendered  the  office  vacant,  and  that  "  thereby  the 
office  became  and  is  vacant."  That  would  not  be  removing  the 
incumbent,  for  he  would  not  be,  de  jure^  an  incumbent,  after  the 
doing  of  the  act,  making  of  the  omission,  or  happening  of  the  event, 
vacative  in  its  operation  and  result. 

The  spirit  of  the  constitutional  provision  relied  on  does  not  con- 
template cases  of  insanity.  The  cases  then  and  there  sought  to  be 
provided  for  were  those  in  which  the  will  and  willfulness  of  incum- 
bents would  necessarily  have  to  be  met  and  dealt  with.  When  a 
man  is  insane,  he  is,  so  far  as  the  discharge  of  official,  even  the 
ordinary,  duties  of  life  are  concerned,  legally  dead :  not  so,  when 
from  long  protracted  debility  one  fails  to  perform  the  functions  of 
an  office — a  case  clearly  contemplated  in  the  adoption,  after  much 
debate,  of  the  fundamental  provisions  referred  to. 

n.  What  is  "  confirmed  insanity,"  in  contemplation  of  the  stat- 
ute of  1866,  237,  Sec.  36  ?  Permanent,  incurable,  or  life-long 
insanity  could  not  have  been  meant ;  otherwise,  why  not  so  have 
expressed  it  ?  If  meant,  how  would  the  fact  ever  be  ascertained 
and  judicially  determined  ?  Few,  if  any,  even  of  the  best  skilled 
and  profoundest  physicians,  would  run  the  hazard  of  swearing  that, 
as  a  fact,  a 'man  was  insane  and  would  never,  in  any  event,  under 
any  circumstances,  be  cured,  or  recover  from  it.     A  man  may,  as 
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we  understand  our  language,  be  confirmedly  insane,  and  still  not 
be  permanently  so  for  lifetime,  absolutely  incurable  and  irrecovera- 
ble. A  man  may  have  confirmed  insanity,  as  he  may  have  con- 
firmed cholera,  small-pox,  or  fever,  and  be  cured  or  recover.  Evi- 
dently, the  fact  intended  to  be  arrived  at,  as  contemplated  in  the 
statute,  is :  "Is  the  incumbent  incapacitated,  by  reason  of  fixed  or 
settled  insanity,  to  perform  the  functions  of  the  office  ?"  The  rights 
of  incumbents  do  not  alone  govern  in  such  cases — ^those  of  the 
public  must  be  observeil  and  preserved  as  well. 

III.  Was  Judge  Chase  found  to  be  insane  by  a  '^  commission  of 
lunacy,"  as  contemplated  by  the  statute  ?  It  is  contended  that  the 
commission  of  lunacy  contemplated  is  a  common-law  commission  of 
lunacy.  We  think  not.  But  if  prior  to  the  statute  of  1869  such 
a  commission  woulcl  have  been  requisite,  it  would  not  now,  as  that 
statute  prescribes  the  mode  of  ascertaining  and  adjudging  insanity. 
Clearly,  a  commission  of  lunacy  being  provided  for  in  the  last  named 
statute,  it  supersedes  the  common-law  commission,  and  is  effectual, 
inasmuch  as  it  requires  witnesses,  inquest,  and  judgment. 

lY.  Judge  Chase  has  been,  in  the  mode  established  and  defined 
by  the  law  of  the  State,  judicially  declared  insane ;  and  under  that 
law,  his  insanity  was  found  not  to  be  of  a  harmless  character ;  on 
the  contrary,  so  confirmed  and  dire  as  to  render  him  unsafe  and 
dangerous  to  be  at  large,  and  requiring,  in  the  opinion  of  the  inquis- 
itors and  the  judgment  of  the  Judge,  his  confinement  in  an  insane 
asylum.  He  could  not  have  been  committed  to,  or  received  in,  that 
asylum  upon  an  examination  under  a  common-law  commission  of 
lunacy,  or  in  any  other  way  examined  and  committed,  save  in  the 
mode  in  which  he  was — the  statutory  mode.  That  examination, 
and  judgment,  and  commitment,  rendered  the  fact  of  his  insanity 
re%  adjudicata.  No  good  end  could  then  be  attained  by  a  reexam- 
ination and  readjudication  of  the  same  fact,  under  a  common-law 
conmiission — it  is  not  contemplated  by  any  law,  and  would  be  labor 
in  vain. 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J.  : 

This  proceeding  is  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto^  informing  that 
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defendant  has  entered  into  and  usurped  the  office  of  District  Judge 
of  the  Eighth  Judicial  District  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  and  pray- 
ing his  exclusion  therefrom. 

It  appears  from  the  pleadings  and  evidence  that  S.  H.  Chase 
was  duly  elected  to  fill  said  office  for  a  term  ending  with  the  first 
Monday  of  January,  1870.  That  on  the  twenty-seventh  of  May, 
1869,  said  Chase  was  under  certain  statutory  proceedings  declared 
insane,  and  sent  to  the  Insane  Asylum  at  Stockton,  California,  as 
by  such  statute  provided ;  and  that  upon  certificate  of  such  action 
the  Governor  of  the  State,  deeming  the  office  vacant  therefor,  on 
the  fourteenth  day  of  July,  1869,  issued  a  commission  to  defend- 
ant, who  thereunder  qualified  in  legal  form,  and  has  since  been, 
and  is  now,  acting  as  such  Judge.  The  sole  question  in  the  case 
is,  whether  there  was  a  vacancy  to  be  filled — all  the  proceedings 
had  being  admitted  to  be  formally  correct. 

The  Act  followed  is  entitled  "An  Act  to  provide  for  the  care  of 
the  Insane  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  and  to  create  a  Fund  for  that 
purpose."  (Stats.  1869, 104.)  The  title  and  text  of  the  statute 
correspond,  and  the  former  fully  indicates  the  entire  purpose  and 
object  of  the  latter,  which  was  not  intended  to  result,  in  any  event, 
in  a  judicial  determination  creating  a  vacancy  in  any  office.  Had, 
however,  this  been  its  intention  or  result  it  would,  as  applied  to 
judicial  officers,  be  void,  because  clearly  repugnant  to  the  Consti- 
tution of  this  State.  That  provides,  touching  such,  thus :  Art.  VII, 
Sec.  3 — "  For  any  reasonable  cause,  to  be  entered  on  the  journals 
of  each  house,  which  may  or  may  not  be  sufficient  grounds  for  im- 
peachment, the  Chief  Justice  and  Associate  Justices  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  and  Judges  of  the  District  Courts,  shall  be  removed 
from  office  on  the  vote  of  two-thirds  of  the  members  elected  to  each 
branch  of  the  Legislature ;  and  the  Justice  or  Judge  complained 
of  shall  be  served  with  a  copy  of  the  oomplunt  against  him,  and 
shall  have  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  in  person  or  by  counsel  in 
his  defense :  provided^  that  no  member  of  either  branch  of  the 
Legislature  shall  be  eligible  to  fill  the  vacancy  occasioned  by  such 
removal. 

Sec.  4.  "  Provision  shall  be  made  by  law  for  the  removal  from 
office  of  any  civjl  officer  other  than  those  in  this  article  previously 
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specified,  for  malfeasance  or  nonfeasance  in  the  performance  of  his 
duties." 

Such,  or  similar  provisions,  at  the  time  of  their  adoption  by  the 
Constitutional  Convention  of  Nevada,  were  neither  new  nor  singu- 
lar, having  been  therebefore  incorporated  in  the  Constitutions  of 
many  States  of  this  Union.  That  there  is  a  lack  of  judicial  inter- 
pretation of,  or  decbion  upon  theur  meaning  or  effect,  must  be  at- 
tributed to  the  fact  that  the  same  is  clear  and  evident.  When 
called  in  question,  however,  they  have  been  held  to  be  exclusive 
and  prohibitory  upon  the  Legislature  against  the  employment  of 
other  means  for  the  removal  of  officers  within  their  purview. 

An  office  presently  filled  cannot  become  or  be  vacant  without  a 
removal,  either  voluntary  or  involuntary.  When  voluntary,  no  ju- 
dicial determination  resulting  in  vacation  is  necessary ;  when  invol- 
untary, such  determination  is  essential,  unless  otherwise  provided 
by  the  Constitution  or  laws  in  pursuance  thereof;  and  in  all  cases  is 
of  that  nature  by  whatever  body  performed.  (^Page  v.  Hardin^ 
8  B.  M.  648.) 

In  the  case  of  Lowe  v.  Comvfumwealth^  considering  a  statute 
providing  for  the  suspension  from  office  of  a  county  jailer,  claimed 
to  be  unconstitutional  because  the  Constitution  had  provided  that 
such  officer,  with  others  named,  should  "  be  subject  to  indictment 
or  presentment  for  malfeasance  or  nonfeasance  in  office,"  con- 
viction to  vacate  the  office,  the  Court,  by  Chief  Justice  Stiles,  says : 
^^  But  the  question  yet  remains  to  be  decided  whether  the  Legis- 
lature can  prescribe  any  other  mode  of  removing  such  officers  from 
office  than  those  furnished  by  the  Constitution,  or  enact  a  law 
whereby  such  officers  may  be  suspended  from  a  performance  of  the 
duties  of  their  respective  offices,  and  deprived  of  the  emoluments 
of  the  same,  which  suspension — so  far  as  the  officer  is  concerned — 
would  be  certainly  tantamount  to  a  removal.     It  seems  to  us  that 
there  can  be  but  one  view  of  this  question,  which  is,  that  wherever 
the  Constitution  has  created  an  office  and  fixed  its  term,  and  has 
also  declared  upon  what  grounds,  and  in  what  mode,  an  incumbent 
of  such  office  may  be  removed  before  the  expiration  of  his  term,  it 
is  beyond  the  power  of  the  Legislature  to  remove  such  officer,  or 
suspend  him  from  office  for  any  other  reason  or  if  any  other  mode 
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than  the  Constitution  itself  has  furnished.  To  recognize  the  exist- 
ence of  such  power  would  be,  in  eflFect,  to  say  that  these  provisions 
of  the  organic  law  of  the  land  are  subject  to  legislative  caprice, 
and  to  that  extent,  to  defeat  and  violate  the  restrictions  and  safe- 
guards which  were  inserted  in  the  Constitution  in  order  to  give  it 
permanence  and  stability.  The  results  of  such  a  doctrine  might  be ' 
pernicious  in  the  extreme. 

"  The  Governor's  term  of  office  is  fixed  by  the  Constitution. 
That  instrument  likewise  provides  how  he  may  be  impeached  and 
removed,  and  declares  that  all  impeachments  shall  be  tried  by  the 
Senate.  Would  it  be  seriously  contended  that  the  Legislature 
could,  by  enactment,  subject  him  to  trial  for  official  misconduct  in 
any  other  mode — as  by  indictment  or  presentment  in  a  Circuit 
Court — and  declare  that,  upon  a  conviction  thus  had,  his  office 
should  be  deemed  vacant,  or  that  he  should  be  suspended  from  a 
discharge  of  his  official  duties  ?  And  yet  such  legislation  would  be 
valid  if  that  department  of  the  government  can,  at  its  option, 
change  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  in  reference  to  the  mode 
of  proceeding  against  the  Govei^ior,  or  any  officer  whose  office  is 
created  by  that  instrument.  Or  suppose  the  Legislature  should 
attempt  by  enactment  to  em.power  this  Court,  whenever  in  its 
judgment  the  public  interests  demanded  it,  to  suspend  any  State 
officer  whose  term  of  office  is  fixed  by  the  Constitution,  and  who  is 
subject  to  impeachment,  from  the  performance  of  his  official  duties 
for  such  period  as  the  Court  might  deem  proper ;  would  such  enact- 
ment be  regarded  as  constitutional  ?  Most  certainly  not.  And  yet 
the  reverse  would  be  true  if  the  power  in  question  really  existed. 
In  our  opinion,  the  fact  that  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  inserted 
in  that  instrument  the  several  provisions  fixing  the  terms  of  the 
offices  thereby  created,  and  prescribing  the  grounds  upon  which 
and  the  modes  whereby  the  incumbents  of  such  offices  may  be  re- 
moved, is  altogether  sufficient  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  those 
subjects  were  fully  considered  by  them,  and  that  they  intended  by 
embodying  said  provisions  in  the  Constitution  to  make  them  perma- 
nent and  fixed,  and  thus  to  place  the  subjects  to  which  they  relate 
altogether  beyond  legislative  control.  (Jjywe  v.  Commonwealth^  3 
Met.  Ey.  237.)     How  applicable  the  reasoning  of  the  citation  to 
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the  case  at  bar.  See  also,  as  generally  touching  thisT  matter,  P^ffe 
V.  Hardiriy  (8  B.  M.  648)  ;  People  ex  rel.  BaUau  v.  Dubois^  (23 
m.  647). 

A  reference  to  the  debates  of  the  convention  framing  the  Con- 
stitation  of  this  State,  will  show  that  the  provisions  herein  referred 
*  to  were  maturely  considered,  and  the  consequent  inference  arises 
that  they  were  understandingly  adopted. 

The  argument  of  inconvenience  urged  against  the  view  taken  by 
the  Court  of  the  Constitution,  can  have  no  weight ;  at  most  it  could 
only  affect  a  doubtful  point,  and  in  every  such  instance  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  Court  to  sustain  the  statute  in  immediate  question. 
This  is  not  a  case  for  doubt ;  the  Constitution  is  clear  and  explicit. 
During  the  term  of  office  of  Judge  Chase  there  could  be  no 
vacancy,  except  upon  his  voluntary  or  involuntary  removal  there- 
from. He  has  not  voluntarily  removed  himself,  nor  has  he  been 
removed  as  the  Constitution  commands ;  therefore  there  is  no  va- 
cancy, and  was  none  for  the  Executive  to  fill.  So  the  commission 
issued  to  the  defendant  was  and  is  jiull,  and  the  prayer  of  the 
relator  must  be  granted,  and  judgment  of  ouster  with  costs  be 
rendered  against  J.  G.  McClinton,  defendant  herem. 

It  is  so  ordered. 

By  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

Although  not  concurring  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Whitman 
respecting  the  constitutional  question  discussed  by  him,  I  have 
nevertheless  arrived  at  the  same  ultimate  conclusion  upon  another 
view  of  the  case. 

The  statute  (Stats.  1866,  237,  Sec.  35)  declares  that  "  every 
office  shall  become  vacant  upon  the  occurring  of  either  of  the  fol- 
lowing events  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  office,"  among 
which  is  ^^  the  confirmed  insanity  of  the  mcumbent  found  upon  a 
commission  of  lunacy  issued  to  determine  the  fact."  Two  things 
it  will  be  observed,  are  essential  under  this  Act  to  create  the 
vacancy :  First,  the  insanity  must  be  confirmed ;  and  second,  that 
fact  must  be  found  by  a  ^*  Commission  of  Lunacy."  But  the  pro- 
ceedings whereby  it  is  sought  to  establish  a  vacancy  in  the  office  to 
which  the  defendant  was  appointed,  not  only  do  not  show  the  exist- 
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ence  of  these  two  pre-requisites,  but  on  the  contrary,  show  that  the 
insanity  is  not  of  this  character ;'  and  furthermore,  that  the  question 
was  not  submitted  to  nor  was  the  insanity  found  by  a  commission 
of  lunacy.  The  proceedings  had  against  Judge  Chase,  as  shown 
by  the  record,  were  such  only  as  are  authorized  by  special  statute, 
providing  for  the  case  of  persons  who  may  be  afflicted  with  curable 
insanity,  or  such  as  would  render  it  dangerous  for  them  to  be  at 
large.  The  character  of  proceeding  prescribed  by  that  statute  to 
determine  the  fact  bears  but  little  resemblance  to  a  commission  of 
lunacy,  or  the  course  pursued  under  it.  That  is  a  commission 
generally  issuing  out  of  a  Court  of  Chancery  to  certain  persons 
called  Commissioners,  who  are  required  to  inquire  whether  the  per- 
son alleged  to  be  insane  be  so  or  not.  In  executing  this  commis- 
sion a  jury  is  usually  summoned,  and  the  jurors  and  Commissioners 
sit  together  and  form  the  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  fact.  The  jury  are  all  sworn  or  affirmed,  and  they  hear  such 
evidence  as  the  Commissioners  admit ;  and  generally  notice  of  the 
inquisition  is  required  to  be  given  to  the  alleged  lunatic,  who  is 
permitted  to  traverse  the  allegation  of  insanity.  It  is  not  pretended 
that  such  proceedings,  or  anything  analogous  to  them,  were  had  in 
this  case,  and  the  vacancy  because  of  insanity  could  only  happen 
in  the  manner  and  by  the  means  pointed  out  by  the  statute. 

For  these  reasons  I  concur  in  the  conclusion  that  no  vacancy 
existed  in  the  office  to  which  the  defendant  was  appointed,  and  that 
his  commission  was  void. 


THE   STATE  OF  NEVADA,  Respondent,  v.   JOHN  Mc-       ^^  g! 

GINNIS,   Appellant.  ^^ 

Criminal  Law — Judge  not  to  Charos  as  to  Weight  or  Evidence.  A  charge 
in  a  criminal  case  that  "  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  candidly  consider  whether 
in  the  eye  of  sound  reason  these  sufficient  facts  and  circumstances  detailed  in 
the  evidence,  pointing  beyond  reasonable  doubt  to  the  existence  of  the  acts 
and  intent  as  charged  in  the  indictment ;  and  if  you  so  conclude  in  your  minds 
you  must,  as  jurors  upon  your  oath,  so  declare,"  amounts  to  a  charge  that  the 
facts  detailed  in  the  evidence  are  sufficient  to  establish  the  offense,  and  that 
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the  evidence  points  to  the  exidtence  of  the  acts  and  intent  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  and  is  error  sufficient  fur  reversal. 

Errors  OF  Transcription  in  Record  on  Appeal.  On  an  appeal  in  a  criminal 
case,  where  it  was  plain  from  the  context  that  the  charge  to  the  jury  as  con- 
tained in  the  transcript  was  not  correctly  transcribed :  Held^  that  the  Appellate 
Court  had  no  alternative  but  to  accept  it  as  given  in  the  form  in  which  it 
appeared  in  the  record. 

Charges  tkndinq  to  Mislead  Jurt  in  Criminal  Trials.  Any  ambiguity  in 
the  charge  in  a  criminal  case  which  may  have  a  tendency  to  mislead  the  jury 
should  entitle  the  accused  to  a  new  trial ;  for  every  person  charged  with  a 
public  offense  has  the  right  to  have  the  evidence  weighed  by  the  jury  unin- 
fluenced by  the  opinion  of  the  Judge  respecting  it — in  all  respects  to  have  a 
fair  and  impartial  trial,  free  from  every  prejudicial  irregularity,  and  from  every- 
thing which  may  so  involve  the  case  as  to  render  it  difficult  or  impossible  for 
the  jury  to  arrive  at  an  intelligent  conclusion. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Third  Judicial  District, 
Washoe  County. 

The  defendant  was  indicted,  at  the  November  Term,  1869,  of 
the  Court  below,  for  the  crime  of  assault  with  a  deadly  weapon, 
with  intent  to  inflict  upon  the  person  of  William  D.  Knox  a  bodily 
injury  without  any  considerable  provocation.  Having  been  tried 
and  convicted,  and  motions  in  arrest  of  judgment  and  for  a  new 
trial  having  been  denied,  he  was  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  of  one 
thousand  dollars,  and  in  default  thereof  to  be  imprisoned  in  the 
county  jail  until  such  fine  should  be  paid,  at  the  rate  of  one  day's 
imprisonment  for  every  two  dollars  of  the  fine. 

W.  C.  Boardman  and  A.  O.  EllU^  for  Appellant. 

jB.  Jf.  Clarke^  Attorney-General,  for  Respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

In  the  charge  given  in  this  case,  which  is  otherwise  clear,  ex- 
plicit, and  correct,  we  find  the  following  incomplete  and  very  am- 
biguous sentence :  ^'  It  is,  therefore,  the  duty  of  the  jury,  in  this 
case,  candidly  to  consider  whether,  in  the  eye  of  sound  reason, 
these  sufficient  facts  and  circumstances  detailed  in  the  evidence, 
pointing,  beyond  reasonable  doubt,  to  the  existence  of  the  acts  and 
intent  as  charged  in  the  indictment ;  and  if  you  so  conclude  in 
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your  minds,  you  must,  as  jurors  upon  your  oath,  so  declare ;  and  if 
you  do  not  so  conclude,  you  must,  with  equal  fearlessness,  declare 
that  way." 

It  will  be  observed  the  first  portion  of  this  instruction  is  incom- 
plete, it  not  being  stated  what  the  jury  are  to  consider  respecting 
the  "  facts  detailed  in  the  evidence."  It  is  quite  evident,  however, 
from  the  accuracy  and  clearness  of  all  other  portions  of  the  charge, 
that  this  was  not  given  in  this  form  to  the  jury ;  but  it  is  brought 
here  and  purports  to  be  correctly  transcribed,  and  so  we  have  no 
alternative  but  to  accept  it  as  given  in  the  form  in  which  it  appears 
in  the  record. 

In  that  form,  was  it  error  to  give  it  to  the  jury  ?  We  think  it 
was.  Although  it  appears  incomplete,  still  the  Judge  seems  to 
charge  that  the  facts  det£(iled  in  the  evidence  are  sufficient  to 
establish  the  offense.  The  jury  are  told  that  the  evidence  points  to 
the  existence  of  the  acts  and  intent  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 
What  is  to  be  understood  by  this  language,  save  that  the  crime 
charged  in  the  indictment  was  fully  proven  ?  To  say  that  the  evi- 
dence points  to  the  existence  of  the.  acts  and  intent  as  charged  in 
the  indictment  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  is  tantamount  to  a  charge 
that  it  establishes  the  crime  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  At  least, 
that  fact  seems  to  be  assumed  by  the  Judge,  if  the  jury  is  not  di- 
rectly so  charged.  Under  our  Constitution  he  had  no  right  to'charge 
the  jury  upon  the  facts — that  is,  as  to  the  weight — of  evidence. 
(Const.,  Art.  VI,  Sec.  12 ;  see  also  People  v.  Eing^  27  Cal.  513, 
rendered  upon  a  similar  constitutional  provision.)  Here  he  seems 
to  have  charged,  or  at  least,  given  an  opinion,  that  the  crime  was 
established  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt — Whence  the  error. 

We  are  not  fully  satisfied  that  it  misled  the  jury — very  serious 
doubts  may  be  entertained  as  to  that — ^still,  in  a  criminal  case,  any 
ambiguity  which  may  have  a  tendency  to  mislead  the  jury  should 
entitle  the  prisoner  to  a  new  trial ;  for  every  person  charged  with 
a  public  offense  has  the  right  to  have  the  evidence  weighed  by  the 
jury  uninfluenced  by  the  opinion  of  the  Judge  respecting  it ;  in  all 
respects  to  have  a  fair  and  impartial  trial,  free  from  every  preju- 
dicial irregularity,  and  from  everything  which  may  so  involve  the 
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case  as  to  render  it  difiScuIt  or  impossible  for  the  jury  to  arrive  at 
an  intelligent  conclusion. 

The  defendant  must  have  a  new  trial. 

It  is  80  ordered. 
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THE  VIRGINIA  AND  TRUCKEE  RAILROAD  COMPANY 
V.  THE  BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS  OF 
ORMSBY  COUNTY. 

» 

Equalization  of  Taxes  bt  Countt  Commissionebs.  Where  a  Supplementary 
Revenue  Act  (Stats.  1867,  111)  provided,  that  in  cases  where  the  County 
Assessor  neglected  to  make  an  assessment,  the  County  Treasurer,  as  ex  officio 
tax  receiver,  should  specially  assess  and  collect  the  taxes ;  and  that  if  any  per- 
son felt  aggrieved  by  such  subsequent  assessment  he  might  apply  to  have  it 
equalized  by  the  County  Commissioners,  and  that  they  should  determine  the 
matter :  Held,  that  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  while  sitting  to  equal- 
ize such  assessment,  was  not  controlled  by  the  restrictions  imposed  upon  the 
Board  of  Equalization  sitting  under  the  General  Revenue  Act ;  and  that  it  could 
not,  like  the  Board  of  Equalization,  refuse  to  equalize  an  assessment  because 
a  sworn  statement  had  been  refused  on  demand  of.  the  Treasurer. 

Construction  or  Revenue  Statutes  as  in  Pari  Materia.  Different  Revenue 
Acts  should,  as  far  as  possible,  be  construed  as  one  Act ;  but  the  later  one 
must  control,  if  there  be  any  conflict  or  inconsistency. 

Supplementary  Revenue  Act  of  1867.  The  Supplementary  Revenue  Act  of 
1867,  (Stats.  1867,  111)  providing  for  assessments  by  the  tax  receiver,  where 
the  Assessor  had  made  omissions,  etc.,  was  intended  to  authorize  summary  pro- 
ceedings ;  but  it  gives  to  all  persons  so  assessed,  without  conditions,  a  right  to 
have  their  assessments  equalized  by  the  County  Commissioners. 
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The  Virginia  and  Truckee  Railroad  Co.  v,  Coinmissioners  of  Ormsbj  County. 

DirrERENCE    BETWEEK    EQUALIZING    BOARD  07    COVKTT   COMMISSIONERS    AND  BOARD 

OF  Equalization.  The  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  sitting  to  equalize 
assessments  for  taxes  made  by  the  tax  receiver  under  the  Supplementary 
Revenue  Act  of  1867,  is  entirely  distinct  from  the  Board  of  Equalization 
provided  for  by  the  General  Revenue  Laws,  though  composed  of  the  same 
'persons. 

Statutes  relating  to  Different  Officers  hating  Similar  Duties.  There  is 
no  rule  of  construction  which  will  authorize  the  application  of  provisions  con- 
tained in  any  law  respecting  a  certain  officer  or  body,  to  another  and  different 
officer  or  body,,  although  the  laws  be  in  pari  materia^  and  the  duties  imposed 
upon  such  officers  be  similar  in  character. 

Duty  of  County  Commissioners  to  Equalize  all  "Subsequent  Assessments.** 
Under  the  Supplementary  Revenue  Act  of  1867,  providing  for  subsequent  as- 
sessments in  cases  where  the  regular  assessments  by  the  Assessor  are  omitted, 
the  right  is  expressly  given  to  all  persons  without  exception  so  assessed,  to 
have  their  assessments  equalized  upon  making  application  within  the  proper 
time  to  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners ;  and  if  the  Board  refuse  to  act,  it 
may  be  compelled  to  do  so  by  mandamus. 

This  was  an  original  application  in  the  Supreme  Court  for  the 
writ  of  mandamus,  to  compel  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
of  Ormsby  County  to  hear  and  determine  the  application  .of  the 
Virginia  and  Truckee  Railroad  Company  for  equalization  of  assess- 
ments, made  under  the  Supplementary  Revenue  Act  of  1867. 
(Stats.  1867,  111.)  It  appears  that  the  company  was  assessed 
for  ten  miles  of  railroad,  in  Ormsby  County,  one  hundred  and  fifty 
thousand  dollars,  and  for  rolling  stock  eleven  thousand  dollars; 
whereas,  according  to  the  affidavit  of  H.  M.  Yerington,  General 
Superintendent  of  the  company,  filed  for  the  purposes  of  this  appli- 
cation, the  real  value  of  the  property  did  not  exceed  sixty-seven 
thousand  and  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars. 

After  the  following  decision,  a  petition  for  rehearing  was  made 
and  denied.  There  being  no  briefs  of  counsel  on  file,  the  follow- 
ing abstracts  from  the  petition  on  rehearing  are  given,  to  indicate 
the  character  of  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  County 
Commissioners. 

Thomas  WelUy  District  Attorney  of  Ormsby  County,  for  Respon- 
dent, on  petition  for  rehearing : 

I.  What  do  we  understand  by  the  term  "  Supplemental  ? " 
Certainly,  not  that  it  is  an  Act  which  takes  from,  or  cripples 
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the  original  Act;  but  that  it  adds  to  it,  gives  it  broader  scope 
and  greater  vigor,  and  supplies  some  grave  omission,  or  cures  some 
serious  defect.  If  the  construction  put  upon  the  Act  in  question  is 
correct,  it  takes  from  and  cripples  the  Act  to  which  it  is,  by  well 
known  rules  of  construction  and  force  of  language,  an  addition ; 
and  therefore,  of  necessity,  in  part  repeals  it.  This  is  never  the 
construction  given  to  a  Supplemental  Act,  unless  expressed,  or  so 
clearly  deducible  from  the  language  used  that  any  other  construc- 
tion would  render  the  provisions  of  one  or  the  other  Act  nugatory, 
because  of  direct  conflict. 

Does  the  Supplemental  Act  of  1867,  in  terms,  repeal  any  part  of 
the  General  Revenue  Act  ?  Certainly  not.  Does  it  do  so  in  effect, 
or  by  necessary  implication  ?  It  has  long  been  laid  down  as  the 
true  rule,  "  That  a  general  statute,  without  negative  words,  will 
not  repeal  the  particular  provisions  of  a  former  one,  unless  the  two 
acts  are  irreconcilably  inconsistent."  (Sedgwick  on  Stat,  and  Const. 
Law,  123.)  The  reason  and  philosophy  of  which  rule  is  thus  given : 
"  That  when  the  mind  of  the  legislator  has  been  turned  to  the  de- 
tails of  a  subject,  and  he  has  acted  upon  it,  a  subsequent  statute  in 
general  terms,  or  treating  the  subject  in  a  general  manner,  and  not 
expressly  contradicting  the  original  Act,  shall  not  be  considered  as 
intended  to  affect  the  more  particular  or  positive  previous  provisions, 
unless  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  give  the  latter  Act  such  a  con- 
struction, in  order  that  its  words  shall  have  any  meaning  at  all." 
Judged  by  the  above  rule,  the  Supplemental  Act  of  1867  does  not 
in  effect,  or  by  necessary  implication,  repeal  any  part  of  section 
fifteen  of  the  General  Revenue  Act,  as  amended  in  1866. 

The  General  Revenue  Act  provides  that  such  parties  as  fail  to 
give  statements,  on  proper  demand,  shall  be  debarred  of  equaliza- 
tion. The  Supplemental  Act  of  1867  provides,  that  "  any  person 
feeling  aggrieved  by  any  such  assessment,  (supplemental)  may 
appear  before  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  and  apply  to 
have  such  assessment  equalized,  modified,  or  discharged."  It 
seems  to  us  in  th6  light  of  the  rije  and  illustrations  given  by  Mr. 
Sedgwick,  as  above  cited,  that  the  provision  of  the  Supplemental 
Act  in  question,  that  "  any  person  feeling  aggrieved,  etc.,  may 
apply  to  the  Board,"  etc.,  means  any  person  who  under  the  former 
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Act  has  such  right,  etc.  This  construction  would  give  force  and 
effect  to  both  Acts,  and  result  in  a  just  and  equable  operation  alike 
on  all  parties  of  the  wise  and  salutary  provision  in  question  of  the 
General  Revenue  Act. 

II.  The  purview  of  the  Act  of  1867  is,  to  provide  for  the  assess- 
ment by  the  Treasurer  as  tax  receiver,  of  such  persons  and  property 
as  may  have  been  overlooked  or  neglected  by  the  Assessor,  while 
he  had  the  legal  right  to  assess,  and  such  persons  and  .property  as 
may  have  come  or  been  brought  into  any  county  after  the  Assessor's 
duty  ceased.  Why  would  the  Legislature,  in  such  an  Act,  make 
such  a  distinction,  in  regard  to  what  may  justly  be  termed  a  very 
important  right  and  a  very  severe  penalty  ?  Certainly  not  because 
of  the  summary  character  of  the  proceedings  in  operating  under  the 
Supplemental  Act,  for  that  characteristic  is  fully  and  fairly  account- 
ed for  by  reason  of  the  shortness  of  the  whole  time  in  which  the 
assessments  must  be  made.  Again :  is  it  fair  to  presume  that  the 
shortness  of  the  time  given  should  so  operate  as  to  give  a  privilege 
not  given  by  the  General  Revenue  Act,  and  to  take  away  a  penalty 
therein  imposed  ?  Would  not  such  a  construction  guarantee  to  any 
one  the  benefit  of  his  own  wrong,  who  might  happen  to  elude  the 
vigilance  of  the  Assessor,  but  be  caught  by  the  Treasurer  ? 

III.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  Legislature  used  the  terms  "  Board 
of  County  Commmissioners  "  and  "  Board  of  Equalization  "  m  said 
Act  as  synonymous  and  convertible  terms ;  for  in  the  second  section 
of  the  Act  the  following  language  is  used,  which  must  be  unmean- 
ing and  inoperative,  if  the  two  terms  are  not  convertible :  "  If  any 
change  is  made  in  such  assessment  by  the  Board  of  Equalization, 
the  Clerk  thereof  shall  certify  to  the  County  Auditor  such  change." 
Who  is  to  equalize  under  the  Act  ?  If  the  Board  of  County  Com- 
missioners, how  is  any  change  in  an  assessment  to  be  certified  to 
the  Auditor  ?  The  Act  says  it  must  bo  certified  to  by  the  Clerk  of 
the  Board  of  Equalization.  If,  therefore,  only  the  Board  of  Com- 
missioners act,  the  change  cannot  be  certified  at  all  to  the  Auditor, 
ergo  the  change  is  ineffectual. 

lY .     Again :   Does  the  Board  of  Equalization  become  fanctuB 
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officio  in  October  ?  Had  the  Legislature  provided,  in  hcee  verba^ 
that  it  should  so  become  defunct,  it  would  have  transcended  its 
ituthoritj  under  article  four,  section  twenty-six,  of  the  Constitution. 
But  we  cannot  see  that  it  does  so  provide.  The  provision  of  law  is 
(Stats.  1866,  169,  Sec.  16)  :  ^'providedj  however^  that  thej  shall 
not  sit  after  the  first  Monday  in  October."  This  does  not  say,  or 
by  necessary  implication  mean,  that  the  Board  shall  die  an  ofScial 
death  on  the  first  Monday  in  October,  but  simply  that  it  shall  by 
that  time  have  completed  all  the  work  of  equalizing  the  general 
assessments  for  the  fiscal  year.  And  why  ?  Because  it  is  necessary, 
in  order  to  collect,  within  the  time  required,  the  taxes  so  assessed 
and  equalized.  Again,  if  the  Board  cease,  per  force  of  law,  to 
exist  on  the  first  Monday  in  October,  why  by  the  same  may  it  not 
be  resurrected,  for  it  is  the  creature  of  the  statute ;  and  if  by  the 
statute  it  is  slain,  by  the  statute  it  may  -be  raised  to  life  again  ? 
Can  we  impute  to  the  Legislature  the  weakness  of  using  the  lan- 
guage of  section  two  already  referred  to,  if  the  Board  of  Equaliza- 
tion, of  which  it  there  .speaks,  is  defunct  on  and  after  the  first 
Monday  in  October,  until  some  secret  influence  or  agency  galvanize 
it  into  life  for  the  operations  of  the  next  fiscal  year?  Could  it  recog- 
nize as  sound,  the  position  that  a  defunct  Board  could  have  a  living 
and  acting  Clerk,  unless  the  law  had  so  specially  and  plainly  pro- 
vided ?  (See  8  Cal.  376 ;  7  Cal.  400 ;  28  Cal.  254  ;  18  Cal.  438 ; 
4  Mass.  305 ;  9  Pick.  87 ;  Smith's  Commentaries,  897,  906.) 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

Section  one  of  an  Act  entitled  "An  Act  supplementary  to  an 
Act  to  provide  Revenue  for  the  Support  of  the  Government  of  the 
State  of  Nevada,"  and  other  Acts  amendatory  and  supplementary 
thereto,  (Laws  1867,  111)  declares,  that  "  the  County  Treasurers 
of  the  respective  counties  of  this  State,  in  their  capacity  of  ex  officio 
tax  receivers,  are  hereby  authorized  and  empowered,  and  it  is  made 
their  duty,  between  the  third  Monday  in  October  and  the  third 
Monday  of  December  of  each  year,  to  specially  assess  all  persons 
and  property  for  taxation ;  and  collect  the  taxes  so  assessed,  in  all 
cases  where  -  the  County  Assessor  has  neglected  or  omitted,  from 
any  cause,  to  make  the  assessment  on  any  person  or  property  in 
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the  county,  or  where  any  person  or  property  has,  nnce  the  closing 
of  the  assessment  roll,  come  into  the  county :  provided^  9Xkj  person 
feeling  aggrieyed  by  any  such  assessment,  may  appear  before  the 
Board  of  Counfy  Commissioners,  and  apply  to  have  such  assessment 
equalized,  modified,  or  discharged ;  and  the  Board  of  Commission- 
ers shall  hold  a  general  or  special  session  to  hear  and  finally  deter- 
mine the  matter."  By  authority  of,  and  in  accordance  with,  the 
provisions  of  this  law,  the  Treasurer  of  the  County  of  Ormsby 
assessed  the  property  of  the  pliuntiff  in  that  county.  The  plaintiff, ' 
for  some  reason  or  other  feeling  aggrieved  by  the  assessment,  ap- 
plied to  the  Commissioners  to  equalize  it.  They  refusing  to  act,  a 
peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  is  sought  to  compel  action  respecting 
the  matter.  As  a  defense  and  justification  of  the  refusal  by  the 
Board  of  Commissioners  it  is  argued,  that  as  a  demand  was  made 
upon  the  proper  agent  of  the  plaintiff  for  a  statement  of  its  taxable 
property  within  the  County  of  Ormsby,  and  he  having  refused  to 
comply,  the  Board  has  no  authority  to  equalize.  This  position  is 
taken  upon  the  assumption  that  the  provisions  of  the  general  rev- 
enue law,  governing  the  general  assessment,  are  to  control  the 
action  of  the  officers  in  making  this  subsequent  assessment ;  and 
that  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  when  holding  a  session 
for  the  purpose  of  equalizing  any  assessment  made  by  the  Treas- 
urer, is  to  be  controlled  by  the  same  rules,  and  limited  by  the  same 
restrictions,  as  the  Board  of  Equalization  when  acting  upon  the 
general  assessment.  But  this  is  a  mistake.  It  is  true,  statutes  of 
this  kind  should,  as  far  as  possible,  be  construed  as  one  Act ;  but 
still  the  latter  must  control  if  there  be  any  conflict  or  inconsistency. 
Provisions  of  the  original  law,  or  of  laws  bearing  upon  the  same 
subject  must,  if  they  can,  be  made  to  apply  to  the  same  subject 
matter  and  like  circumstances  in  all.  The  rule  can  be  carried  no 
farther.  Here,  the  general  revenue  law  provides  that  the  ^^ Assessor 
shall  demand  from  each  person  and  firm,  and  from  the  president, 
cashier,  treasurer,  or  managing  agent,  of  such  corporation,  associa- 
tion, or  company,  including  all  banking  institutions,  associations,  or 
firms,  within  his  county,  a  statement,  under  oath  or  affirmation,  of 
all  real  estate  or  personal  property  within  the  county,  owned, 
claimed  by,  or  on  deposit  with,  or  in  the  possession  or  control  of, 
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such  person,  firm,  corporation,  association,  or  company;"  and  then 
in  the  fifteenth  section  (Laws  1866, 169)  it  is  declared  that  the 
Board  of  Equalization  shall  not  reduce  the  assessment  of  any  per- 
son who  has  refused  to  give  the  Assessor  his  list  under  oath,  as 
required.  If  these  provisions  are  to  govern  the  Treasurer  and 
Board  of  County  Commissioners  in  the  subsequent  assessment, 
clearly  the  writ  in  this  case  should  be  denied.  But  it  is  quite  evi- 
dent it  was  not  the  intention  that  they  should.  It  is  manifest  from 
the  context  of  the  Act  authorizing  a  subsequent  assessment,  that 
it  was  the  purpose  to  make  the  proceedings  under  it  summary — 
the  tax  becoming  due  and  collectable  immediately  upon  the  assess- 
ment being  made,  except  when  an  equalization  may  be  claimed, 
and  no  demand,  as  in  the  case  where  the  Assessor  makes  the  assess- 
ment, seems  to  be  contemplated  or  required.  If  not,  it  certainly 
could  not  have  been  the  intention  to  visit  the  consequences  of  a 
failure  to  make  it  upon  those  thus  assessed  by  the  Treasurer. 

Again:  The  provisions  respecting  the  reduction  of  the  assess- 
ments of  persons  who  have  refused  to  make  a  statement,  it  will  be 
observed,  are  in  the  form  of  a  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the 
Board  of  Equalization — it  is  declared  the  Board  shall  not  reduce 
the  assessment  of  such  persons.  But  the  Board  of  Equalization 
ceased  to  exist  in  October,  and  the  Board  of  County  Commission- 
ers is  authorized  to  equalize  all  subsequent  assessments.  Now, 
notwithstanding  the  two  Boards  are  composed  of  the  same  persons, 
still  they  are  entirely  distinct,  and  very  different  bodies.  They  are 
as  completely  different  as  if  they  were  composed  of  different  in- 
dividuals. Such  being  the  case,  can  it  be  sdd  that  the  limitations 
which  the  general  revenue  la^  places  upon  the  authority  of  the 
Board  of  Equalization  are  to  be  extended  to  an  entirely  different 
body — the  Board  of  County  Commissioners?  The  answer  would 
certainly  be  in  the  negative,  independent  of  any  express  provision 
of  law  relieving  them  from  restrictions  imposed  upon  the  Board  of 
Equalization.  There  is  no  rule  of  construction  which  will  authorize 
the  application  of  provisions  contained  in  one  law  respecting  a  cer- 
tain officer  or  body,  to  another  and  different  officer  or  body  men- 
tioned in  another  law — ^although  the  laws  be  in  pari  materia^  and 
the  duties  imposed  upon  such  officers  be  similar  in  character.     If, 
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then,  this  law  authorizing  the  subsequent  assessment  made  it  the 
duty  of  the  Board  of  Equalization  to  meet  and  equalize  the  subse- 
quent assessment  without  in  any  wise  extending  or^ragBlating  their 
power,  doubtless  it  would  be  held  to  be  limited  a0  in  the  general 
law.  Such,  however,  is  not  the  ease  here.  It  is  not  the  Board  of 
Equalization,  but  the  Board  of  Commissioners  that  is  authorized  to 
equalize — which  being  a  different  and  distinct  body,  with  powers  of 
its  own,  is  not  to  be  controlled  by  the  provisions  of  the  law  reg- 
ulating the  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  the  Board  of  Equalization. 

However,  we  think  the  law  authorizing  the  equalization  of  the 
subsequent  assessment  expressly  exempts  the  Commissioners  from 
the  restrictions  placed  upon  the  other  Board  :  for  it  declares,  that 
any  person  feeling  aggrieved  may  apply  to  the  Board  for  relief; 
the  expression  "any  person"  including  all  persons.  Thus,  the 
right  is  expressly  given  to  all  persons,  without  exception,  to  have 
their  assessments  equalized,  upon  making  application  to  the  Board. 

By  what  authority  can  any  exception  be  made  to  this  right  ex- 
tended to  all  without  limitation  ?  Had  it  been  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  to  except  from  the  right,  thus  conferred,  those  who  had 
refused  to  make  a  statement — ^as  under  the  general  law — ^it  is  fair 
to  presume  that  the  proper  exception  would  have  been  expressly 
made.  By  the  plain  letter  of  the  law  all  persons,  without  excep- 
tion, may  have  any  subsequent  assessment  made  upon  them  equal- 
ized, by.  making  the  application  within  the  proper  time.  And  we 
do  not  feel  authorized  to  make  any  exception. 

The  mandamus  must  therefore  issue,  commanding  the  Board  of 
County  Commissioners  to  act  upon  the  application  of  the  relator. 

Johnson,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  the  foregoing  decision. 
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B.  F.  SHERWOOD  et  ah,,  Respondbnts,  v.  EUGENE  SISSA, 

Appellant. 

Statemimt  not  containing  all  the  Ettdknce.  a  verdict  will  not  be  set  aside 
as  being  unsupported  by  the  evidence,  where  the  statement  does  not  affirma- 
tively show  that  it  embodies  all  the  material  evidence  bearing  upon  the  facts 
found  in  the  verdict. 

Gkrtificate  of  Judge  to  Statement.  If  it  be  stated  in  a  statement  that  it 
contains  all  the  material  evidence,  the  certificate  of  the  Judge  to  the  correct- 
ness of  the  statement  is  sufficient  to  establish  that  fact ;  but  a  certificate  that 
a  statement  is  correct  does  not  show  that  it  contains  all  the  evidence  when  that 
fact  is  not  stated  in  it 

Adherence  to  Established  Rules  of  PaAcnCB.  It  is  better  to  follow  a  wrong 
rule  in  matters  of  practice,  which  has  been  established  and  generally  adopted 
and  acted  on,  than  to  adopt  a  new  rule  to  which,  at  some  future  time,  equally 
serious  objections  may  present  themselves. 

Entries  in  Account  Books.  Where,  in  a  suit  on  an  account,  the  entries  in 
p1abtifi*'s  books  were  received  in  evidence  without  objection,  ajad  the  Court 
chained  that,  having  been  thus  received,  they  were  proof,  if  uncontradicted,  to 
show  the  transactions  and  prices  therein  entered:  Hdd^  that  though  such 
entries  might  not  have  been  admissible  if  objected  to  at  the  time,  yet  under 
the  circumstances,  the  charge  was  correct. 

Evidence  Admitted  Without  Objection.  If  evidence,  secondary  or  hearsay  in 
its  character,  be  admitted  without  objection,  no  advantage  can  be  taken  of  that 
fact  afterward,  and  the  jury  may  and  should  accept  it  as  if  it  were  admissible 
under  the  strictest  rules  of  evidence. 

Presumptions  in  favor  of  Instruction  given.  It  will  be  presumed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  on  appeal,  unless  the  contrary  be  shown,  that  all  instructions 
given  by  the  District  Court  to  the  jury  were  pertinent  to  the  issues  and  the 
evidence, 

Agency-Ratification  by  Implied  Approval.  If  a  principal,  being  informed  by 
his  agent  that  an  act  has  been  done  on  his  behalf,  does  not  disapprove'of  it, 
but  requests  the  agent  to  do  something  further  respecting  the  same  transaction, 
he  ratifies  the  act  so  done  for  him. 

Action  by  Agent  against  Principal — Tender  of  Stock  Sold  by  Agent.  If 
an  agent,  having  stock  of  his  principal  in  his  hands  for  the  purchase  of  which 
he  has  advanced  the  money,  be  requested  to  sell  it,  and  he  does  so,  he  cannot 
be  required  to  make  a  tender  of  the  stock  to  the  principal  before  bringing  an 
action  against  him  for  any  loss  sustained  in  the  transaction. 

Presumptions  against  Instructions  Refused.  If  an  instruction  be  refused, 
which,  under  any  state  of  facts,  would  be  correct,  and  it  be  shown  to  be 
pertinent  to  the  issues,  such  refusal  is  error;  but  if  the  instruction  would  be 
incorrect  under  some  state  of  facts,  and  it  be  not  shown  that  such  was  not  the 
case,  it  will  be  presumed  to  be  incorrect,  as  applied  to  the  case  made  out. 
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Appeal  from  the  District  Coart  of  the  First  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

The  complaint  in  this  case  contained  two  counts :  the  first,  for  a 
sum  of  three  thousand,  eight  hundred  and  seventy-rseven  dollars 
and  twenty-seven  cents,  for  so  much  money  paid,  laid  out,  and 
expended  for  the  use  of  defendant  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  vari- 
ous stocks  at  his  special  instance  and  request,  which  said  sum  he 
undertook  and  promised  to  pay ;  the  second,  for  a  like  sum  for  work 
and  labor  done  and  performed  in  the  purchase,  and  sale  of  various 
stocks  at  defendant's  instance  and  request,  which  said  sum,  in  con- 
sideration thereof,  he  undertook  and  promised  to  pay. 

The  judgment  was  for  the  amount  claimed.  Among  the  defend- 
ant's instructions,  which  were  refused,  and  which  are  commented 
on  in  the  opinion,  were  the  following : 

1st.  A  broker  who  is  employed  to  purchase  stocks,  and  is  author- 
ized by  usage  or  by  an  express  agreement  to  make  the  purchase  in 
his  own  name,  without  disclosing  the  name  of  his  principal,  has  no 
right  to  maintain  an  a<;tion  against  his  principal  for  not  furnishing 
him  with  money  to  pay  for  the  stocks,  without  showing  that  he  had 
demanded  payment  of  the  price,  and  had  transfeiTed  or  offered  to 
such  principal  the  stock  he  had  purchased. 

2d.  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  plaintiffs  have 
not  actually  paid  out  the  money  sued  for,  but  that  Sherwood 
and  Freeborn  paid  the  same  for  the  defendant,  you  should  find  for 
the  defendant. 

8d.  The  money  sued  for  must  be  proven  to  have  been  actually 
paid  by  plainti£ ;  and  if  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
plaintifl^  have  not  paid  the  same,  they  should  find  for  defendant. 

4th.  Under  the  second  count  in  the  complaint,  plaintifis  must 
prove  that  they  rendered  services  for  defendant  at  his  special 
instance  and  request,  and  they  must  also  prove  what  such  services 
were  reasonably  worth }  and  if  there  is  not  any  proof  as  to  what 
such  services  were  reasonably  worth,  you  should  find  for  defendant. 

• 

Henry  K,  Mitchell^  for  Appellant. 

I..    The  following  authorities  support  the  proposition '  that  the 
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evidence  from  the  books,  and  the  books,  were  insufficient.  (^Kent 
V.  Garvin,  1  Gray,  148 ;  1  Greenl.  on  Ev.,  Sec.  115,  and  note  3 
and  authorities;  Greenl.  on  Ey.,  Sec.  117  and  note.) 

n.  The  refusing  of  defendant's  instructions  was  error.  (^Mer- 
win  v.  Hamilton,  6  Duer,  244,  and  authorities  there  cited.) 

in.  The  giving  of  plaintiff's  instructions  was  error.  (1  Gray, 
148 ;  8  Walls,  544 ;  5  Walls,  482 ;  9  S.  &  R.  285 ;  12  Pick. 
139 ;  3  Cush.  342 ;  23  Cal.  264.) 

Eillyer,  Wood  ^  Deal,  for  Respondents. 

I.  The  Court  cannot  review  the  evidence  with  a  >dew  to  ascer- 
tain its  sufficiency  to  support  the  verdict,  for  the  reason  that  it  does 
not  appear  that  all  the  evidence  is  in  the  record.  (Soward  v. 
Winters,  3  Nev.  539.) 

II.  If  the  evidence  should  be  reviewed  it  will  be  found  to  fully 
sustain  the  verdict.  The  books  were  admitted  without  objection, 
and  the  entries  show  the  entire  transactions  between  the  parties, 
money  pdd  for  the  purchase,  money  received  from  sales,  amount 
paid  for  assessment,  and  balance  as  found  by  the  verdict. 

III.  The  testimony  shows  that  the  purchases  were  made  in 
pursuance  of  express  instructions,  and  that  the  express  sales  were 
made  in  pursuance  of  instructions,  either  general  or  special.  It 
further  shows,  which  obviates  the  necessity  of  any  other  proof,  that 
after  all  the  transactions  were  concluded,  an  account  was  tendered 
to  the  defendant  and  he  failed  to  dissent  from  anything  done. 

Henry  K.  Mitchell,  for  Appellant,  in  reply. 

I.  The  only  certificate  in  any  case  now  required  by  statute  is 
that  of  the  Judge  ^'  that  the  same  has  been  allowed  by  him,  and  is 
correct."  (Practice  Act,  Sec.  197.)  The  statute  having  thus 
specified  the  certificate  to  be  attached,  or  to  accompany  the  state- 
ment, the  presumption  is  that  all  the  evidence  bearing  upon  or  re- 
lating to  the  ^^  particular  specification  "  is  contained  in  the  state- 
ment, when  such  certificate  accompanies  it. 


352  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  [Jan., 

Sherwood  v.  Sis8{^. 

II.  The  books  were  not  offered  or  admitted  in  evidence.  On 
the  contrary,  counsel  for  defendant  was  replete  with  objections  as 
to  their  admissibility  when  offered.  Not  having  been  offered,  no 
objections  were,  of  course,  interposed. 

The  transcript  contains  the  following  note :  "  The  counsel  for 
plaintiffs,  as  the  witness  W.  W.  Price  was  being  examined  touching 
the  various  items  of  account,  stated  to  the  Court  that  as  the  said 
witness  should  testify  to  each  item  of  said  account  from  the  jour- 
nal, that  the  items  so  testified  to  would  be  considered  as  offered  and 
introduced  in  evidence;  to  which  the  Court  assented  and  so 
ordered."  It  appears  fropa  the  above  that  the  books  were  not 
offered  in  evidence,  but  that  each  item  of  the  account  testified  to 
by  the  witness  Price  would  be  considered  as  offered  and  introduced 
in  evidence. 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

The  respondents,  Sherwood  and  Freeborn,  recovered  judgment 
in  this  action  against  Sissa  for  the  sum  of  thirty-nine  hundred  and 
sixty-two  dollars,  being  the  balance  due  them  for  advances  made 
in  the  purchase  of  certam  mining  stocks  for  the  defendant,  together 
with  their  commissions  and  other  expenses  attending  the  transac- 
tion. The  evidence  shows  that  the  respondents  were  stock  brokers, 
having  an  office  for  the  transaction  of  their  business  in  the  City  of 
Virginia,  but  generally  filling  orders  through  their  correspondents 
or  agents  in  San  Francisco.  It  appears  the  defendant  at  various 
times  during  the  year  1868  employed  them  to  purchase  certain 
stocks  for  him,  which  was  done  in  accordance  with  his  orders,  the 
purchases  being  on  time.  When  the  payments  became  due,  how- 
ever, the  defendant  failed  to  meet  them,  requested  the  plaintifl^  to 
sell  the  stocks,  and  re-purchase  them  as  before ;  but  he  again  failed 
to  make  the  payments,  and  when  spoken  to  respecting  the  matter 
he  requested  the  plaintifis  to  sell  them  as  their  judgment  might  dic- 
tate. This  was  done,  Sherwood  testifying  that  they  dispoaed  of 
the  stocks  to  the  best  advantage  possible.  The  result  was  that  the 
defendant  was  a  loser  to  the  extent  of  the  sum  here  claimed,  and 
for  which  judgment  is  rendered. 

A  motion  for  new  trial  was  made  upon  the  grounds :  First,  that 
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the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  support  the  verdict ;  and  second, 
error  in  giving  certain  instructions  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff", 
and  refusing  others  asked  by  the  defendant.  Under  the  first  gen- 
eral ground  several  specifications  are  made  as  required  by  law. 
The  motion  being  denied  an  appeal  is  taken,  the  same  grounds 
being  f elied  on  here  as  in  the  Court  below. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  statement  from  which  it  can  be  ascertained 
whether  all  the  evidence  produced  at  the  trial  upon  the  various 
points  respecting  which  it  is  claimed  to  be  insufficient,  is  contained 
in  the  record.  For  this  reason  the  verdict  cannot  be  set  aside  upon 
the  first  assignment.  It  has  been  several  times  held  by  this  Court 
that  a  verdict  will  not  be  set  aside  as  being  unsupported  by  the 
evidence  where  the  statement  does  -not  affirmatively  show  that  it 
embodies  all  the  material  evidence  bearing  upon  the  facts  found  in 
the  verdict.  (^Howard  et  al  v.  Winters^  3  Nev.  639.)  Nor  can 
any  rule  be  more  reasonable  or  just.  The  certificate  of  the  Judge 
settling  the  statement  does  not  cover  this  fact.  He  only  certifies 
that  what  is  embodied  in  the  statement  is  correctly  stated.  It  can- 
not be  claimed  that  his  certificate  goes  further.  He  does  not  pre- 
tend to  certify  that  it  contains  all  the  evidence  offered  in  the  case, 
or  even  upon  any  particular  point.  If  it  were  stated  that  it  con- 
tained all  the  material  evidence  offered  upon  the  particular  facts 
claimed  to  be  unsupported,  the  certificate  of  the  Judge  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  statement  would  of  course  be  sufficient  to  establish 
that  fact.  As  the  Judge  only  certifies  that  what  is  set  out  in  the 
statement  is  correctly  set  out,  we  cannot  understand  how  it  shows 
that  the  statement  contains  all  the  evidence  when  that  fact  is  not 
stated  in  it  by  the  person  making  it  up ;  nor  do  we  thipk  there  is 
any  warrant  for  indulging  the  presumption  that  all  the  necessary 
evidence  is  embraced  in  it.  On  the  contrary,  the  presumption 
always  is  that  the  decision  of  the  lower  Court  is  correct  in  every 
particular  until  it  be  affirmatively  shown  otherwise,  and  the  Courts 
without  exception  require  such  showing  to  be  made  by  the  appellant. 
By  this  is  to  be  understood  that  the  p^rty  appealing  must  make 
such  an  affirmative  showing  in  the  upper  Court  as  to  exclude  all 
probability  of  the  correctness  of  the  decision  rendered  against  him. 
To  presume  that  a  statement  contains  all  the  evidence  when  such 
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is  not  expressly  shown  to  be  the  case,  and  upon  that  presumption 
to  set  aside  the  decision,  would  simply  amount  to  a  reversal  of  ihe 
rule  so  well  established  and  so  familiar  to  the  profession,  and  render 
it  necessary  for  the  respondent  to  maintain  the  correctness  of  the 
proceedings  in  the  Court  below  rather  than  for  the  appellant  to 
establish  the  contrary.  There  appears  to  be  no  good  reason  for 
disturbing  a  practice  so  reasonable  as  that  heretofore  established 
and  followed  in  this  State  ;  and  even  if  there  were,  it  is  not  certain 
that  it  should  be  done,  for  in  rules  of  practice  certainty  and  uni- 
formity are  as  desirable  as  correctness.  The  Court  that  overturns 
a  rule  of  practice  which  has  became  familiar  to  the  profession  and 
to  which  it  has  given  its  own  sanction,  generally  only  involves  the 
practice  in  perplexing  doubts,  and  frequent  cases  of  hardship  and 
injustice  are  the  natural  and  inevitable  result.  Hence  we  think  it 
better  to  follow  a  wrong  rule  in  matters  of  practice  which  we  have 
ourselves  established,  and  which  has  been  generally  adopted  and 
acted  on,  than  to  adopt  a  new  rule  to  which  at  some  future  time 
equally  serious  objections  may  present  themselves.  But  as  the 
practice  heretofore  followed  seems  not  only  to  be  eminently  just  and 
reasonable,  but  also  in  harmony  with  well  settled  legal  principles, 
there  is  certainly  no  warrant  for  disregarding  it  and  adoptmg  a  dif- 
ferent. For  these  reasons  we  must  decline  to  inquire  whether  the 
verdict  or  judgment  be  supported  by  the  evidence  or  not. 

Under  the  second  assignment  of  error  it  is  argued  that  the  Court 
erred  in  charging  the  jury  thus :  ^'  The  entries  in  the  books  of  the 
plaintiffs  have  been  received  in  evidence  without  objection,  and  they 
are  proof,  if  uncontradicted,  to  show  the  transaction^  and  prices 
there  entered."  It  will  not  be  necessary,  in  the  consideration  of 
this  instruction,  to  determine  whether  books  of  account  are  admis: 
sible  in  evidence  in  this  State  if  objected  to  at  the  proper  time.  In 
mapy  of  the  States  they  are  not  admissible  under  any  circum- 
stances, in  some  they  are  made  so  by  statute,  and  again  in  others 
they  are  admitted. when  accompanied  by  the  suppletory  oath  of  the 
person  by  whom  the  entries  were  made.  The  only  question  which 
can  be  made  upon  this  instruction  is,  whether  books  of  account 
being  offered  and  a4DQdtted  in  evidence  without  objection,  should  be 
received  by  the  jury  as  evidence  tending  to  prove  the  facts  embodied 
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in  the  entries.  These  entries  certaiulj  constituted  some  proof  of 
the  facts  sought  to  be  established  by  them — weak  and  unsatisfactory 
perhaps — still  evidence.  Possibly  not  the  best  evidence  of  the  fact, 
perhaps  incompetent  if  objected  to,  but  being  admitted,  as  they 
were,  they  become  evidence  in  judgment  of  the  law  by  the  consent 
and  admission  of  counsel  for  the  defendant.  If  the  books  were  in 
&ct  secondary  evidence  and  incompetent,  still  they  might  be  ad- 
mitted by  the  consent  of  the  parties.  If  evidence  secondary  or 
hearsay  in  its  character  be  admitted  without  objection;  no  advan- 
tage can  be  taken  of  that  fact  afterwards,  and  the  jury  may,  indeed 
should,  accept  it  as  if  it  were  admissible  under  the  strictest  rules 
of  evidence.  These  rules,  so  far  as  they  require  the  best  evidence 
capable  of  being  produced,  or  the  exclusion  of  hearsay  is  concerned, 
may  certamly  be  waived  by  the  parties  interested,  and  in  contem- 
plation of  law  they  are  waived  if  no  objection  be  made  at  the 
proper  time.  No  authority  is  perhaps  necessary  in  support  of  a 
rule  so  obvious ;  but  we  may  refer  to  the  case  of  Brake  v.  Kimball^ 
(6  Sand.  237)  in  which  this  very  question  was  raised  and  dis- 
cussed— the  Court  saying  in  respect  to  it :  '^  It  is  not  necessary  to 
determine  whether  the  entries  in  the  books  of  the  defendant  which 
were  read  by  the  then  counsel  upon  the  trial  were  proper  evidence 
of  the  facts  they  were  adduced  to  prove.  No  objection  was  made 
to  them  at  the  time,  nor  were  they  read  subject  to  any  future  ob- 
jection. They  became  evidence  therefore  in  judgment  of  law,  by 
the  admission  and  consent  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiflf,  and  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  Judge  to  submit  them  as  evidence  to  the  consider- 
ation of  the  jury."  It  follows  that  the  Court  below  properly 
charged  the  jury  in  this  case  that  the  books  were  evidence  properly 
submitted  to  their  consideration. 

The  claim  that  the  books  were  not  in  fact  offered  in  evidence  is 
not  warranted  by  the  record  before  us.  But,  however  that  may  be, 
it  is  not  shown  affirmatively  by  the  appellant  that  they  were  not ; 
consequently  it  must  be  presumed  in  favor  of  the  action  of  the 
lower  Court  that  they  were. 

Unless  the  contrary  be  shown,  it  must  be  presumed  that  all 
instructions  given  by  the  Court  were  pertinent  to  the  issues,  and 
the  evidence.     It  is  incumbent  on  the  appellant  to  make  out  his 
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caso  affirmatively  by  a  showing  sufficient  to  overcome  this  legal 
presumption.  Upon  this  point,  for  example,  as  it  is  not  shown  that 
the  statement  contains  all  the  evidence,  appellant  should  have 
stated  the  fact  that  the  books  were  not  offered. 

The  minute  of  Court  referred  to  as  showing  that  they  were  not 
certainly  does  not  bear  the  construction  placed  upon  it  by  counsel 
for  defendant.  The  only  inference  that  we  can  draw  from  it  is, 
that  the  books  being  in  evidence,  counsel  for  plaintiff  suggested  that 
they  be  considered  as  introduced  in  support  of  each  item  therein, 
as  the  witness  Price  testified  to  them,  to  which  the  Court  assented. 
If  the  books  had  been  admitted,  of  course  they  should  be  accepted 
as  evidence  in  support  of  each  item  or  entry  contained  in  them 
without  any  further  offer.  If  they  had  not  been  actually  admitted, 
then  the  order  of  the  Court  that  they  should  be  considered  as 
offered  as  each  item  was  testified  to,  is  in  effect  an  admission  of 
them  in  evidence,  and  any  objections  to  them  should  have  been  in- 
terposed at  that  time.  But,  whatever  other  construction  may  be 
placed  upon  the  very  ambiguous  language  of  this  minute,  it  cer- 
tainly cannot  be  held  to  show  that  the  boolcs  were  not  admitted. 
There  is  no  error  in  the  instruction  itself,  therefore ;  nor  is  it  made 
to  appear  that  it  was  not  warranted  by  the  facts  of  the  case. 

The  Court  also  charged  the  jury  that,  "  if  you  find,  after  the 
purchase  of  stocks  and  payment  therefor  by  the  plaintiffs,  they 
informed  defendant  of  such  purchase,  and  defendant  did  not  dis- 
sent therefrom  but  desired  plainti£  to  carry  the  stocks  for  him  a 
longer  period,  then  this  was  a  ratification  of  the  purchase,  and  it 
was  of  no  consequence  whether  the  purchases  were  originally  au- 
thorized or  not.  Nor  is  there  any  question  in  such  case  in  regard 
to  a  delivery,  or  an  offer  of  delivery,  of  the  stocks  of  plaintiff." 
The  first  portion  of  this  instruction  respecting  the  ratification  of  the 
purchase  is  undeniably  correct.  Nothing  can  be  better  settled 
than  that  if  the  principal,  being  informed  by  his  agent  that  an  act 
has  been  done  on  his  behalf,  does  not  disapprove  of  it,  but  requests 
the  agent  to  do  something  further  respecting  the  same  transaction, 
he  ratifies  the  act  so- done  for  him.  As  to  the  second  clause  of  the 
instruction,  it  might,  under  some  state  of  facts,  be  incorrect ;  but  it 
was  perfectly  proper  in  connection  with  the  evidence  in  tUs  case. 
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It  appears,  by  undisputed  testimony,  that  the  defendant  not  only 
requested  the  plaintiffs  to  carry  the  stocks  for  him,  but  also  to  sell 
them  to  the  best  advantage  possible.  It  is  also  shown  that  they 
were  sold.  Such  being  the  case,  how  can  there  be  any  question  of 
delivery,  or  offer  of  delivery,  of  them  to  the  defendant.  If  plain- 
tiffs were  requested  by  defendant  to  sell,  and  they  did  so,  certainly 
they  cannot  be  required  to  make  a  tender  of  the  stock  prior  to 
bringing  an  action  for  the  loss  sustained  in  the  transaction.  Had 
there  been  no  express  authority  or  request  to  sell,  it  is  possible  no 
action  could  be  maintained  for  the  purchase  money  of  stock  ad- 
vanced  by  a  broker  until  a  tender  of  the  stock  were  made:  whether 
it  could  or  not  is  not  necessary  to  decide.  It  is  only  necessary 
here  to  say  that  it  cannot  be  required  when  they  have  been  sold  by 
authority,  as  in  this  case.  The  instruction  was  perfectly  correct, 
in  connection  with  the  facts  of  the  case.  The  other  instructions, 
given  at  the  request  of  plaintiffs,  are  equally  free  from  objection. 

The  first  four  instructions  asked  by  the  defendant  and  refused, 
were  all  pointed  to  the  proposition  that  there  should  have  been  a 
tender  of  the  stocks  ^before  this  action  was  brought.  Th^  facts,  as 
has  already  been  said,  do  not  appear  to  warrant  such  instructions, 
hence  we  must  presume  they  were  properly  refused. 

Tlie  fifth  instruction  refused  also  seems  entirely  unwarranted  by 
the  evidence.  It  was  a  matter  of  no  consequence  to  the  defendant 
that  the  plaintifl^  had  not  paid  for  the  stocks,  or  that  their  agents 
instead  of  themselves  had  done  so.  They  procured  the  stocks  for 
him ;  that  was  sufficient  to  enable  them  to  recover  their  market 
value.  But  it  is  shown  that  the  stocks  were  in  fact  purchased  by 
the  agents  of  plaintiff",  and  that  in  a  settlement  with  them  they  were 
paid  for.  So  there  appears  to  be  no  issue  or  evidence  whatever  to 
call  for  such  instruction.     It  was,  therefore,  properly  refused. 

Again :  The  seventh  instruction,  which  it  is  claimed  the  Court 
should  have  given,  assumes  that  there  was  no  express  promise  to 
pay  the  sum  claimed  in  the  second  count  of  the  complaint.  If 
there  were,  it  would  be  entirely  unnecessary  to  prove  that  the  ser- 
vices performed  were  reasonably  worth  the  amount  claimed  to  be 
due.  Whether  they  were  or  not  does  not  appear.  The  contrary 
not  being  shown,  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  a  state  of  facts  existed 


358  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  [Jan., 

The  Virginia  and  Truckee  Railroad  Company  v.  Elliott 

which  would  render  the  action  of  the  Court  below  incorrect.  K 
the  instruction  were  one  that  would  under  any  state  of  facts  be 
correct,  and  it  further  appeared  to  be  pertinent  to  the  issues,  the 
error  would  be  sufficiently  shown ;  but  where,  as  in  this  case,  it 
would  be  incorrect  under  some  state  of  facts,  and  it  is  not  shown 
that  such  was  not  the  case,  it  must  be  presumed  that  it  was  incor- 
rect as  applied  to  the  case  made  out.  In  other  words :  we  cannot 
presume  that  a  stiite  of  facts  existed  which  would  render  the  action 
of  the  Court  below  erroneous  where  the  opposite  presumption  is 
equally  admissible.  The  error  must  be  affirmatively  shown.  The 
defendant  should  in  some  way  have  satisfied  this  Court  that  the 
instruction  was  pertinent  to  the  proof ;  that  the  plaintifl^  sought  to 
recover  a  sum  for  services  upon  an  implied  contract  that  there  was 
no  express  promise  to  pay ;  in  which  case  it  might  be  incumbent 
upon  them  to  prove  that  they  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum 
claimed.     This  is  not  done. 

Our  examination  of  the  case  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
judgment  below  must  be  affirmed.     ' . 

It  is  so  ordered. 

Johnson,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  the  foregoing  decision. 


I~^        THE    VIRGINIA    AND    TRUCKEE    RAILROAD    COM- 
PANY, Respondent,  v.  A.  B.  ELLIOTT,  Appellant. 

Railroad  Condestnation  or  Land  —  Quantity.  The  Railroad  Act  of  1865 
(Stats.  1864-5,  427,  Sec.  20)  prescribes  that  State  land  along  the  line  of  a 
road  may  be  taken  for  the  building  of  depots  and  other  necessary  buildings 
on  payment  of  the  value  thereof,  provided  no  such  piece  of  land  taken  shall 
exceed  two  acres  in  extent:  Held^  that  this  limitation  of  two  acres  does  not 
apply  to  lands  of  individuals,  and  that  in  regard  to  such  lands  a  larger  quan- 
tity, if  necessary,  may  be  condemned. 

ExpRESSio  Unius  Exclusio  Alterids.  It  is  the  presumption,  when  one  person  or 
thing  is  expressly  mentioned  in  a  statute,  that  all  other  persons  and  things  are 
to  be  excluded. 

Setting  Aside  or  Report  or  Railroad  Commissioners.  The  Railroad  Act  of 
1866  (Stats.  1864-6,  427,  Sec.  81)  provides  that,  when  land  is  taken  and  the 
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Commissioners  make  their  report,  if  any  party  be  dissatisfied  he  may  "  move 
to  set  aside  the  report,  and  to  have  a  new  trial  as  to  any  tract  of  land,  npon 
good  cause  shown  therefor ;  and  the  said  Court  or  Judge  shall  set  aside  the 
report  as  to  such  tract  of  land  *' :  Held^  that  the  meaning  was,  not  that  the 
report  should  be  set  aside  as  a  matter  of  course,  because  of  dissatisfaction,  but 
only  on  good  cause  shown. 

Railroad  Dkpots  and  Buildings — How  much  Land  Necessart.  The  ques- 
tion as  to  the  quantity  of  land  which,  under  the  Railroad  Act,  a  company  may 
take  on  the  ground  of  its  being  necessary  for  its  depots  and  other  buildings, 
must  be  determined  by  the  evidence  produced,  and  depends  upon  many  facts 
and  circumstances  for  which  there  is  no  exact  standard. 

Valuation  bt  Commissioner  of  Land  taken  for  Railroads.  The  valuation 
*  of  lands  taken  for  railroad  purposes  by  commissioners  appointed  under  the 
Railroad  Act;  will  not  be  disturbed,  if  there  be  any  substantial  testimony  to 
support  it. 

Necessities  of  Railroads  not  to  be  considered  in  valuing  Land  taken.  In 
awarding  the  compensation  to  be  paid  for  land  taken  by  a  railroad  company, 
its  full  actual  value  should  be  given :  and  in  ascertaining  such  value  everything 
generally,  which  actually  enhances  its  present  worth,  should  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration, but  not  the  fact  that  it  is  necessary  or  indispensable  for  the  railroad 
to  have  it. 

Constitution — Power  to  Appoint  Railroad  Commissioners.  On  objection  made 
that  the  appointment  of  commissioners  to  fix  compensation  for  land  taken  for 
railroad  purposes  was  a  matter  pertaining  under  the  Constitution  to  the  execu- 
tive, and  could  not  be  exercised  by  the  judicial  department:  Ileld^  that,  as  the 
Constitution  does  not  point  out  the  manner  in  which  private  property  shall  be 
taken,  the  Legislature  has  the  power  to  prescribe  any  method  which  will  pro- 
duce a  just  and  fair  result,  ai^d  that  there  was  no  more  reason  why  the  com- 
missioners should  be  appointed  by  the  executive  than  by  the  judiciary. 

Objections  not  taken  below  not  available  in  Appellate  Court.  On  appeal 
from  an  award  of  compensation  for  land  taken  for  railroad  purposes,  objections 
that  the  commissioners  did  not  meet  at  the  time  fixed,  and  did  not  file  their 
report  within  the  period  allowed  by  the  Court,  cannot  be  taken  for 'the  first  time 
in  the  Appellate  Court. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Mrst  Judicial  District, 
Storey  County. 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

A.  B.  Elliott^  in  pro,  per.^  for  Appellant. 

■ 

I.  It  may  be  said  that  the  proviso  of  section  twenty  of  the  Rail- 
road Statute  of  1865,  "  that  no  one  depot,  watering-place,  machine 
or  work-shop,  or  other  buildings  for  the  convenient  use  of  said  roads, 
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shall  cover  over  two  square  acres  each,"  applies  only  to  the  land  of 
the  State,  and  not  to  that  of  private  individuals.  I  contend  that  if 
the  State  ^vas  so  cautious  as  to  provide  that  only  two  square  acres 
of  its  fands  should  be  taken  by  railroad  companies  for  their  pur- 
poses, a  fortiori  should  it  be  presumed  that  the  State  intended 
that  the  same  rule  should  apply  to  the  lands  of  private  individuals. 

II.  The  Railroad  Act,  section  thirty-one,  deprives  the  Court  or 
Judge  of  any  discretion  as  to  whether  he  shall  set  aside  the  report 
and  grant  a  new  trial.  It  says  that  he  shall  do  so,  but  that  he 
shall  not  recommit  to  Commissioners  such  matter  more  than  twice. 
If  the  Legislature  has  expressed  its  intention  clearly,  that  intention 
milst  be  folFowed  regardless  of  consequences.  (^O'Neil  V.  New 
York  and  Nevada  S.  M.  Co.,  S  Nev.  153.) 

III.  The  locality  and  quantity  of  the  land  show  that  it  is  not 
necessary,  nor  proper,  that  plaintiff  should  take  so  much  as  it  seeks 
to  do  in  this  proceeding. 

IV.  The  evidence  did  not  justify  the  report,  inasmuch  as  it 
shows  the  land  to  be  worth  a  much  larger  sum  than  the  five  hundred 
dollars  awarded,  and  at  least  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars. 

V.  The  question  ruled  out  was  proper.  The  statute  (Sec.  30) 
provides  that  "  in  ascertaining  and  assessing  such  compensation, 
they  shall  take  into  consideration,  and  make  allowance  for,  any 
benefit  or  advantages  that,  in  their  opinion,  will  accrue  to  such 
person  or  persons  by  reason  of  the  construction  of  the  railroad,  as 
proposed  by  said  company."  In  this  case,  plaintiff  takes  all  of 
defendant's  land,  and  hence,  no  benefit  or  advantages  can  accrue 
to  him  by  reason  of  the  construction  of  the  railroad.  Whatever 
facts  and  circumstances,  or  reasons,  therefore,  in  the  minds  of  the 
witnesses  give  value  to  the  property,  must  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion by  them  in  forming  their  opinions  in  reference  to  its  value. 
(Jacob  V.  City  of  Louinvilh^  9  Dana,  114 ;  Sedgwick  on  Damages, 
666 ;  2  Kent's  Com.  399,  and  note ;  Central  P.  R.  JR.  Co.  v. 
Pearson  et  ah,  35  Cal.  261.) 

VI.  The  condemnation  and  appropriation  of  private  property 
to  public  use  is  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and 
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hence,  of  a  right  of  sovereignty,  and  therefore  should  be  carried 
into  execution  by  and  through  the  instrumentality  of  those  officers 
of  government  who  exercise  the  sovereign  functions  or  powers  of 
government,  and  not  by  and  through  those  who  do  not  possess 
sovereign  functions — as  judicial  officers,  whose  duties  are  simply 
judicial,  to  declare  the  law  and  order  judgment  accordingly.  The 
Commissioners,  therefore,  should  have  been  appointed  by  the  Gov- 
ernor of  the  State,  and  not  by  the  District  Judge.  (^Bloodgood  v. 
Mohawk  and  ffudson  R.  R,  Co,^  18  Wend.  69 ;  2  Kent's  Com. 
891 ;  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  566.) 

Vn.  The  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use  proceeds 
upon  the  idea  of  public  necessity:  as  a  right  of  way,  etc.;  but 
what  necessity  can  there  be  for  a  railroad  company  to  condemn 
and  appropriate  the  property  of  a  citizen  which  lies  off  of  the  line 
of  its  road?  It  cannot  be  necessary  for  such  company  to  have  the 
power  for  the  purposes  of  machine-shops,  depots,  work-shops,  etc. ; 
for  if  it  cannot  purchase  land  for  these  purposes  at  one  place  on  its 
road,  it  can  at  another. 

ym.  The  statute  allowing  and  providing  the  way  by  which 
private  property  may  be  taken  for  public  use  is  in  derogation  of 
common  right,  justice,  and  law — ^and  hence,  must  be  strictly  pur- 
sued and  construed.  In  this  case  it  was  not  strictly  pursued — for 
the  order  of  the  Court  directed  that  the  report  of  the  Commis- 
sioners should  be  made  within  twenty  days  from  their  first  meeting, 
whereas  it  was  not  made  within  that  time. 

Hillyer^  Wood  ^  Dealj  for  Respondent. 

I.  The  right  of  emment  domain  g^ves  to  the  Le^lature  the 
control  of  private  property  for  public  uses.     (2  Kent's  Com.  888.) 

II.  The  use  of  land  for  railroad  purposes  is  a  "  public  use  " 
within  the  term,  as  used  in  our  Constitution.  (^Oontra  Costa  R. 
R.  Co.  V.  Mars^  23  Cal.  826 ;  Beekman  v.  Saratoga  and  Sche- 
nectady R.  R.  Co.y  3  Pwge's  Ch.  78.) 

in.  The  Constitution  does  not  prescribe  the  mode  in  which  the 
compensatipn  shall  be  ascertained ;  that  was  left  for  the  Le^slature 

24 
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to  determine,  and  it  detennined  it.  (^Beekman  v.  Saratoga  and 
Schenectady  It.  It.  Co.y  8  Paige's  Ch.  75 ;  CHbwm  y.  Mason j 
Oct.  Term,  1869.) 

IV .  The  plain  meamng  of  section  thirty-one  of  the  Railroad  Act 
is,  that  the  report  should  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted,  only 
in  cases  where  good  cause  is  shown.  This  is  the  meaning  placed 
upon  a  similar  section  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  California,  in  35 
Cal.  259.  The  statute  of  this  State  was  copied  from  the  statute  of 
Califomia.     (Hittell's  Gen.  Laws  of  Cal.  856.) 

y .  The  compensation  required  to  be  paid  to  owners  of  property 
appropriated  for  public  use  is  the  actual  value  of  the  land.  (Sedg- 
wick on  Damages,  5th  Ed.  666 ;  0.  P.  R.  R.  Co.  y.  Pearson^  35 
Cal.  261.) 

YI.  The  Commissioners  did  not  err  in  refusing  to  allow  appellant 
to  ask  the  question  as  to  the  necessities  of  the  raihroad.  The  evi- 
dence sought  to  be  elicited  would  have  established  a  speculative 
value,  and  not  the  market  value. 

YII.  The  statute  provides  Chat  the  Commissioners  shall  view 
the  land  and  hear  the  evidence  of  witnesses,  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  compensation  to  be  paid.  Although  they  are  not  to  be  guided 
solely  by  the  authority  of  their  senses,  that  should  certainly  have 
great  weight  with  them.  In  this  case  there  is  a  conflict  in  the  tes- 
timony of  the  witnesses  as  to  the  value  of  the  land  and  improve- 
ments claimed  by  the  defendant.  His  witnesses  fix  the  value  at 
from  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  to  one  thousand  dollars.  Re- 
spondent's witnesses  testify  that  five  hundred  dollars  would  be  a  big 
price.  It  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  value  fixed  by  plaintiff's  wit- 
nesses corresponded  with  the  opinion  the  Commissioners  formed  in 
viewing  the  premises.  The  Court  will  not  disturb  the  award  when 
there  is  evidence  to  susttun  it     (^Brady  v.  Brounij  20  Cal.  520.) 

• 
yni.    The  report  of  the  Commissioners  was  filed  within  the 

time  provided  by  statute,  but  by  some  oversight  the  statement 

recites  that  the  Court  appomted  the  twenty-third  instead  of  the 

twenty-sixth  of  July.    The  objection  made  by  appellant  was  never 
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made  until  he  filed  his  brief.  No  such  objection  can  be  found  in 
the  records.  The  statute  providing  that  the  report  should  be  filed 
within  twenty  days  after  the  first  meeting  of  the  Commissioners  is 
merely  directory,  and  the  failure  to  file  within  the  time  does  not 
invalidate  the  report.     (^Keller  v.  Satuck^  22  Cal.  471.) 

By  the  Court,  Lbwis,  C.  J. : 

In  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  section  twenty-four  of 
the  Statutes  of  1865,  page  438,  the  plaintiff  filed  its  petition  in  the 
District  Court  for  the  County  of  Storey,  setting  forth  that  it  was 
duly  incorporated  on  the  second  day  of  March,  a.d.  1868 ;  that  it 
still  continues  to  exist,  and  is  now  actually  engaged  in  the  construc- 
tion of  its  railroad  between  the  City  of  Virginia  in  said  County  of 
Storey,  and  the  City  of  Carson  in  the  County  of  Ormsby ;  that  the 
line  of  the  railroad  has  been  surveyed,  and  a  map  thereof  made ; 
that  the  line  as  surveyed  and  laid  down  in  the  said  map  has  been 
adopted  by  the  company  as  the  route  of  the  said  road ;  that  the  line 
selected  passes  over  certain  premises  in  Virginia  City  described  as 
lot  five,  in  block  two  hundred  and  thirty-one,  range  "  I " ;  that  cei^ 
tain  other  premises  contiguous  thereto,  and  particularly  described 
in  the  petition,  are  necessary  to  the  company  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  it  to  erect  its  depots,  machine-  and  work-shops,  and  other 
buildings.  After  allegmg  that  the  appellant  Elliot  is  the  owner  of 
a  large  portion  of  the  premises  described,  it  prays  that  it  may  be 
permitted  to  take  possession  thereof,  and  that  Commissioners  may  be 
appointed  to  assess  the  value  or  compensation  to  be  paid  to  the  ap- 
pellant therefor.  Commissioners  were  regularly  appointed,  and  after 
hearing  evidence  offered  by  both  parties,  they  assessed  the  value  of 
the  property  at  five  hundred  dollars,  which  was  tendered  to  the 
appellant ;  but  he  being  dissatisfied  with  the  report,  moved  to  set  it 
aside,  which  being  refused  he  takes  an  appeal,  claiming  a  reversal 
of  the  proceedings  below  upon  several  grounds,  which  will  be  con- 
sidered in  the  order  in  which  they  are  discussed  by  counsel. 

I.  It  is  argued  that  the  report  is  erroneous,  because  it  awards 
to  the  plaintiff  more  land  than  it  has  the  right  to  claim  under  the 
law  for  the  purposes  designated  in  the  petition.     Section  twenty  of 
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the  Act  referred  to,  it  is  true,  limits  the  amount  of  State  land  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  purposes  mentioned  to  two  acres,  but  there 
is  nothing  in  the  Act  extending  such  restriction  to  land  belon^ng  to 
individuals.  But  it  is  contended  that  as  this  limitation  is  imposed 
respecting  land  belonging  to  the  State,  it  must  be  presumed  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  extend  it  to  the  land  belonging  to 
the  citizen  also.  By  a  well  known  and  familiar  rule  of  construction, 
however,  the  presumption  is  the  other  way.  The  mention  of  one 
thing  or  person,  is  in  law  an  exclusion  of  all  other  things  or  persons. 
Here  the  Legislature  having  expressly  chosen  to  declare  that  no 
more  than  two  acres  of  the  State's  land  shall  be  taken  for  the  erec- 
tion of  any  one  depot,  or  other  buildings,  is  it  not  perfectly  manifest 
from  the  failure  to  extend  the  same  provision  to  other  land  in  express 
terms,  that  it  was  not  the  intention  it  should  apply  ?  By  the  rule 
quoted  no  land  except  that  belonging  to  the  State  could  be  included 
within  the  limitation ;  and  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  law  authorizing 
a  departure  from  this  rule  of  construction  it  must  be  followed,  and 
the  section  held  to  apply  only  to  lands  belonging  to  the  State. 

II.  It  is  claimed  that  section  thirty-first  of  this  law  makes  it  the 
duty  of  the  District  Judge  to  set  aside  the  report  of  the  Commis- 
sioners whenever  either  party  is  dissatisfied  with  it,  and  a  motion  is 
made  to  that  end.  But  this  is  very  clearly  a  misconstruction  of  the 
law.  The  language  of  the  section  is :  ''  The  said  company,  or  any 
of  s^d  defendants,  if  dissatisfied  with  the  report,  may  within  twenty 
days  after  the  time  for  the  filing  of  said  report,  and  after  ten  days' 
notice  to  the  parties  interested,  move  to  set  aside  the  report  and  to 
have  a  new  trial  as  to  any  tract  of  land,  upon  good  cause  shown 
therefor ;  and  the  said  Court  or  Judge  shall  set  aside  the  report  as 
to  such  tract  of  land,  and  may  recommit  the  matter  to  the  same  or 
to  other  Commissioners,  who  shall  be  ordered  to  proceed  in  like  man- 
ner as  those  first  appointed ;  but  such  matter  shall  not  be  more  than 
twice  recommitted  to  Commissioners."  Clearly,  this  section  does 
not  make  it  the  duty  of  the  Court  or  Judge  to  set  aside  the  report 
in  every  case  when  either  party  may  be  dissatisfied  with  it,  re^trd- 
less  of  the  merits  of  the  matter.  The  fair  construction  of  the  lan- 
guage is,  that  the  report  may  be  set  aside  upon  good  cause  shown. 
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not  as  a  matter  of  course  upon  the  application  of  either  party.  The 
words,  "the  said  Court  or  Judge  shall  set  aside  the  report,"  must 
be  taken  in  connection  with  what  precedes,  and  thus  the  action  of 
the  Court  is  to  be  controlled  by  the  condition  upon  which  it  is  de- 
clared the  party  shall  be  entitled  to  a  new  trial — that  is,  "  upon 
good  cause  shown  therefor."  Why  attach  the  condition  of  "  good 
cause  shown  "  to  the  person's  right  to  a  new  trial  in  the  first  portion 
of  the  section,  if  it  be  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  grant  it  without 
condition  or  a  showing  of  good  cause  ?  Evidently,  it  is  only  when 
good  cause  is  shown  that  the  Court  or  Judge  is  authorized  to  set 
aside  the  report. 

III.  It  is  next  contended  that  the  quantity  of  land  claimed  by 
the  company  is  not  necessary  for  the  purposes  claimed  by  it.  But 
whether  it  be  necessary  or  not  must  be  determined  by  the  evidence, 
and  it  is  proven  to  be  necessary.  It  is  claimed  by  the  company 
for  depot  and  other  building  purposes,  and  its  officers  testify  that  it 
is  necessary  for  this  purpose.  It  cannot  be  presumed,  either  from 
the  quantity  or  location  of  the  premises,  that  it  is  not  necessary, 
when  the  only  testimony  in  the  record  shows  the  contrary.  Indeed, 
the  necessities  in  such  cases  are  to  a  great  extent  to  be  determined 
by  the  company  itself;  at  least,  if  it  appear  that  it  is  acting  in  good 
faith,  and  there  is  evidence  shov^ing  that  the  land  claimed  by  it  is 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  it  to  erect  such  buildings  as 
its  business  may  require,  the  Courts  cannot  hold,  without  any  evi- 
dence tending  to  overcome  such  state  of  facts,  that  the  necessities 
do  not  exist.  There  is  no  exact  standard  in  such  case  whereby  the 
wants  of  the  company  may  be  definitely  ascertained.  Its  necessi- 
ties, so  far  as  the  quantity  of  land  it  may  require  for  building  pur- 
poses is  concerned,  depend  upon  various  and  varying  facts  and  cii> 
eumstances.  We  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  intimating  that 
a  company  may  claim  land  in  a  locality  off  the  line  of  its  road  by 
showing  that  it  is  necessary  to  it.  The  question  here  is  simply 
whether  the  quantity  of  land  claimed  is  necessary  for  the  purposes 
to  which  it  is  to  be  devoted,  and  not  whether  a  company  may, 
under  the  plea  of  necessity,  claim  land  not  contiguous  to  its  road. 
Whether  one  acre  or  five  be  necessary  for  building  purposes  at  any 


866  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  [Jan., 

The  Virginia  and  Truckee  Railroad  Ck>mpany  v.  Elliott 

_  -•  II  -  ■  ■■ —   _ 

one  point,  must  depend  upon  facts  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  officers  of  the  company ;  and  if  by  their  testimony  it  be  sho?FB 
that  a  given  quantity  be  necessary,  we  cannot  see  how,  with  no 
evidence  to  overcome  such  proof,  a  Court  can  hold  it  unnecessary. 
This  Court  clearly  cannot  disturb  the  action  of  the  Judge  below  on 
this  ground. 

lY.  That  the  Commissioners  did  not  award  to  the  appellant 
the  value  fixed  upon  the  premises  by  the  weight  of  evidence,  is  the 
fourth  assignment  of  error.  If  it  be  admitted  that  the  testimony 
reported  in  the  record  preponderates  against  the  conclusion  of  the 
Commissioners  on  this  point,  it  cannot  be  said,  in  any  view  that 
may  be  taken  of  it,  that  the  preponderance  is  so  great  and  decided 
as  to  justify  an  interference  with  the  report.  There  is  testimony 
decided  and  substantial  in  support  of  it;  and  furthermore,  under 
the  statute,  the  Commissioners  are  required  to  examine  or  view  the 
land  themselves,  which  was  done  in  this  case  ;  and  thus  their  opin- 
ion of  its  value  is  added  to  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  on  behalf 
of  the  respondent.  Under  such  circumstances  the  decision  of  the 
Commissioners  will  not  be  set  aside  if  there  be  any  substantial  testi- 
mony to  support  it.  Such  is  the  rule  repeatedly  announced,  and 
we  think  uniformly  followed.  (See  Piper*9  Appeal,  32  Cal.  530, 
and  cases  there  cited.)  This  case  very  clearly  comes  within  the 
rule,  and  hence  the  report  cannot  be  disturbed. 

y .  The  appellant,  examining  one  of  his  witnesses  respecting  the 
value  of  the  premises  in  question,  put  this  question :  "  What  is  the 
value  of  the  tract  of  land  claimed  by  me,  taking  into  consideration 
the  fact  that  the  mine  of  the  ChoUar  Fotosi  Company  lies  west  of 
it,  the  mine  of  the  Julia  Gold  and  Silver  Company  to  the  south, 
and  the  mine  of  the  Senator  Company  to  the  north ;  that  these 
mines  may  be  developed  and  turn  out  rich;  that  the  Railroad 
Company  has  located  its  road  near  this  tract,  and  that  it  desires  it 
for  the  purpose  of  putting  up  its  machine  shops  and  other  buildings, 
and  that  its  value  will  be  increased  by  the  erection  of  such  build- 
ings ?  " 

This  question  was  objected  to,  the  objection  sustained,  and  appel- 
lant complains  of  the  decision  as  error.     The  ruling  was  correct. 
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A  company  possessing  this  sovereign  power  of  entering  upon  and 
taking  the  land  of  the  citizen  in  invitum  should  certainly  be  made 
to  render  a  complete,  just,  and  liberal  compensation  to  the  owner 
whose  property  they  so  appropriate.  To  secure  the  unrestrained 
enjoyment  of  property  is  one  of  the  first  and  most  vital  objects  of 
government,  and  theoretically  at  least  in  this  country  the  right  is 
secured  and  protected  by  the  strongest  possible  guaranties,  admit- 
ting of  no  exception  save  where  the  public  welfare,  which  in  all 
governments  is  superior  to  individual  rights,  demands  it.  And 
when  so  demanded,  the  compensation  awarded  should  be  liberal 
without  being  unjust  to  the  public,  and  this  is  accomplished  by  the 
payment  of  the  full  actual  value  in  money,  of  the  property  clidmed. 
(^SuHivan^s  Heirs  v.  The  City  of  LouisviUey  5  Dana,  28.)  In 
ascertiuning  that  actual  value,  generally  everything  which  actually 
enhances  its  present  worth  should  be  taken  into  consideration ;  not, 
however,  the  fact  that  it  is  necessary  or  indispensable  for  the  pur- 
poses for  which  it  is  claimed  by  the  public.  Those  necessities  which 
induce  it  to  be  claimed,  or  the  fact  that  it  is  desired  for  public  use, 
should  in  no  wise  enter  into  the  consideration  of  its  value.  To 
allow  that  would  be  to  measure  its  value  by  the  immediate  necessi- 
ties of  the  public,  rather  than  its  actual  worth.  The  Constitution 
secures  a  *'  just  compensation,"  not  a  compensation  to  be  regulated 
by  the  necessities  which  may  compel  its  appropriation  to  the  public 
use.  The  actual  value  in  money,  to  be  ascertained  by  its  location, 
the  price  at  which  similar  land  may  be  or  has  been  sold  in  its 
vicinity,  or  what  it  would  itself  sell  at,  is  the  measure  of  damage. 
The  public,  or  a  company  to  whom  the  right  of  eminent  domain  is 
extended,  is  certainly  entitied  to  have  the  land  claimed  by  it  at  its 
fair  market  price,  unaffected  by  the  fact  that  it  may  be  desired  by  it. 
Were  it  not  so,  the  value  of  land  would  always  be  regulated,  not  by 
what  it  might  be  actually  worth  in  the  market,  but  by  the  extent  to 
which  it  might  be  necessary  for  public  use,  and  thus  a  piece  of  land 
otherwise  worthless  might  become  invaluable  from  the  fact  that  its 
location  would  make  its  appropriation  absolutely  indispensable  to  the 
building  of  a  public  work.  A  tract  of  land  for  example,  may  be  so 
situated  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  construct  a  railroad  without 
securing  it.     In  such  case  can  it  be  claimed  that  its  value  is  to  be 
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estimated  by  that  fact  ?  We  think  not.  Such  would  not  be  a  just 
valuation.  The  question  propounded  to  the  nvitness,  however, 
assumes  that  it  might  be  taken  into  consideration  in  his  estimate  of 
the  value  of  the  appellant's  land.  The  Commissioners  for  this 
reason  properly  ruled  it  out. 

VI.  The  sixth  point  made  by  appellant  does  not  appear  to  us 
to  possess  the  force  assumed  for  it.  The  course  here  pursued  of 
allowing  each  party  to  select  each  a  Commissioner  and  the  Court 
to  appoint  the  third  is  the  usual  method  pursued  in  proceedings  of 
this  kind ;  nor  does  there  seem  to  be  any  constitutional  objection  to 
it.  The  manner  in  which  private  property  shall  be  taken  is  not 
pointed  out4n  that  instrument,  hence  it  would  seem  the  Legislature 
has  the  power  to  prescribe  any  method  which  will  produce  a  just 
and  fair  result.  There  seems  to  be  no  more  reason  why  the  Com- 
missioners should  be  appointed  by  the  executive  than  the  other  co- 
ordinate branch  of  the  government — the  judicial.  The  proceedings 
whereby  a  citizen  is  thus  deprived  of  his  property,  and  the  just  com- 
pensation to  which  he  may  be  entitled  is  to  be  ascertained,  are 
essentially  judicial  in  their  character,  and  therefore  the  appointing 
of  and  supervision  over  the  Commissioners  is  very  properly  given 
to  the  judicial  tribunals.  We  can  see  nothing  unconstitutional  in 
the  course  directed  to  be  taken  by  the  law  regulating  these  pro- 
ceedings. 

YII.  The  seventh  assignment  is  based  on  an  apparent  discrep- 
ancy in  a  matter  of  time,  and  was  not  suggested  in  the  Court  below. 
It  is  stated  in  the  report  of  the  Commissioners  that  the  Court 
directed  them  to  meet  on  the  twenty-sixth  of  July,  and  that  they 
did  so;  and  it  also  appears  that  the  report  was  filed  within  twenty 
days  from  that  time.  The  agreed  statement,  however,  shows  that  the 
Court  ordered  the  first  meeting  on  the  twenty-third,  in  which  case 
the  report  was' not  filed  within  the  time  specified.  But  the  report 
of  the  Commissioners  is  to  govern  in  this  respect,  for  a  statement 
does  not  seem  to  be  contemplated  in  cases  of  this  character,  the 
review  being  on  the  report  itself.  ((7.  P.  JB.  R.  v.  James  Pear- 
soUj  85  Oal.  247.)     However,  without  deciding  this  question,  it  is 
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certain  that  the  point  is  not  available  in  this  case,  even  if  the  ques- 
tion can  be  raised  in  a  statement,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not 
raised  in  the  Court  below,  when,  if  it  had  been  suggested,  the  time 
of  meeting  could  have  been  definitely  determined.  The  report 
itself  showing  a  strict  compliance  in  this  respect  with  the  law  and 
the  order  of  the  Court,  and  as  the  point  is  first  made  in  this  Court, 
it  must  be  disregarded. 

The  order  of  the  lower  Court  refusing  a  new  trial  is  affirmed. 


T.  W.  W.  DAVIES,  Rbspondbnt,  v.  LEMUEL  C.  McKEEBT, 

Appellant. 

Right  to  Vote — Reoistrt-Law  Oath  Unconstitutional.  The  registry  law 
(Stats.  1864-6,  382)  provided  that  no  person  should  be  entitled  to  have  his 
name  registered — ^and  consequentlj  to  vote — until  he  had  taken  an  oath  that 
be  had  not,  after  arriving  at  eighteen  years  of  age,  been  voluntarily  engaged  in 
rebellion  against  the  government;  while  the  Constitution  (Art.  II,  Sec.  1)  pro- 
vides that  no  such  person  should  be  allowed  to  vote  unless  an  amnesty  be 
granted :  Hdd^  on  an  application  for  registry  by  one  who  could  not  take  the 
prescribed  oath,  but  was  entitled  under  the  Constitution  to  the  right  of  suf- 
frage, that  the  oath  required  by  the  registry  law  was  unconstitutional,  and  that 
as  the  registry  agents  could  not  alter  or  modify  it  so  as  to  leave  out  the  objec- 
tionable part,  the  entire  oath  must  fall. 

Constbitction  of  Statutes — Unconstitutionality.  The  form  of  a  law  by 
which  a  person  is  deprived  of  a  constitutional  right  is  immaterial ;  it  is  a 
nullity,  whatever  be  its  form. 

Statutes  taking  awat  Constitutional  Rights  in  Effect.  A  statute  which 
makes  the  enjoyment  of  a  constitutional  right  depend  upon  an  impossible  con- 
dition or  upon  the  doing  of  that  which  cannot  legally  be  done,  is  equivalent  to 
an  absolute  denial  of  the  right  under  any  condition :  the  effect,  and  not  the 
language  of  the  statute  in  such  case,  must  determine  its  constitutionality. 

Power  of  President  of  United  States  to  proclaim  Amnestt.  The  Consti- 
tutional power  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  to  pardon  mcludee  the 
right  to  proclaim  an  amnesty. 

Amnesty,  What.  Amnesty  is  a  general  pardon  granted  to  a  class  of  persons 
by  law  or  proclamation ;  and  the  act  of  amnesty  in  such  case  is  as  properly  a 
pardon  as  if  simply  granted  to  an  individual  by  deed. 

Registry  of  Persons  Entitled  to  Vote — ^Mandamus.  The  Registry  Agent 
appomted  under  the  registry  law  (Stats.  1864-5,  882)  may  be  compelled  by 
mandamus  to  register  the  names  of  all  persons  applying  and  entitled  under  the 
Constitution  to  vote. 
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Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Second  Judicial  District, 
Ormsby  County. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
It.  M.  Clarke^  for  Appellant. 
A,  0.  MliSy  for  Respondent. 
[No  brief  of  either  counsel  on  file.] 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

The  Constitution  of  this  State  (Art.  II,  Sec.  1)  provides  that: 
''  Every  white  male  citizen  of  the  United  States,  (not  laboring 
under  the  disabilities  named  in  this  Constitution)  of  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years  and  upwards,  who  shall  have  actually,  and  not 
constructively,  resided  in  the  State  six  months  and  in  the  district 
or  county  thirty  days  next  preceding  any  election,  shall  be  entitled 
to  vote  for  all  officers  that  now  are  or  may  hereafter  be  elected  by 
the  people,  and  upon  all  questions  submitted  to  the  electors  at  such 
election :  provided^  that  no  person  who  has  been,  or  may  be  con- 
victed of  treason  or  felony  in  any  State  or  Territory  of  the  United 
States,  unless  restored  to  civil  rights,  and  no  person  whoj  after 
arriving  at  the  age  of  eighteen  yeare^  ehaU  have  voltmtarilg  borne 
arms  against  the  United  States,  or  held  civil  or  military  office 
under  the  so-called  Confederate  States  or  either  of  them,  unless  an 
amnesty  be  granted  to  such  by  the  Federal  Government ;  and  no 
idiot  or  insane  person,  shall  be  entitled  to  the  privilege  of  an 
elector." 

It  will  be  observed  from  this  language  that  there  are  three  classes 
of  persoiis  who,  although  they  may  have  borne  arms  against  the 
government,  are  still  entitled  to  sdl  the  privileges  of  an  elector. 
These  are :  First,  all  those  who  so  bore  arms  before  they  were 
eighteen  years  of  age,  and  not  afterwards ;  second,  all  persons  who 
did  so  by  compulsion ;  and,  third,  all  those  to  whom  an  amnesty  is 
granted  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  section  above  quoted 
may  therefore  be  construed  as  if  it  read  in  this  manner :     Every 
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white  male  citizen  of  the  United  States,  including  all  persons  who, 
prior  to  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  and  not  afterwards,  voluntarily 
bore  arms  against  the  government  of  the  United  States ;  all  per- 
sons, regardless  of  age,  who  did  so  by  compulsion ;  and  also  all  per- 
sons to  whom  an  aomesty  is  granted  by  the  Federal  Government, 
shall  be  entitled  to  vote.  Hence,  these  three  classes  of  persons  (so 
far  as  the  right  of  sufirage  is  concerned)  stand  in  precisely  the 
same  position  as  if  they  had  never  been  engaged  in  rebellion 
against  the  United  States.  Upon  this  point  the  language  of  the 
Constitution  is  too  clear  to  admit  of  a  difference  of  opmion.  The 
right  of  suffrage  is  as  unqualifiedly  ^ven  to  these  three  classes  as 
it  is  to  any  person,  for  they  are  expressly  exempted  from  the  gen- 
eral provision  disqualifying  those  who  bore  arms  against  the  govern- 
ment. But  the  reg^try  law  of  tiiis  State  (Stats.  1864-5,  882) 
deprives  those  who,  after  arriving  at  the  age  of  eighteen  years, 
voluntarily  bore  arms  against  the  United  States,  of  the  elective 
firanchise,  notwithstanding  an  amnesty  may  have  been  granted  to 
them ;  for  no  person  is  permitted  to  have  his  name  roistered  (and 
consequently  not  allowed  to  vote)  until  he  has  taken  an  oath  to  the 
effect  that  he  has  not,  after  arriving  at  the  age  of  eighteen  years, 
voluntarily  been  engaged  in  rebellion  against  the  government. 
That  class  of  persons  who  voluntarily  bore  arms,  and  to  whom  an 
amnesty  has  been  granted,  certainly  cannot  take  that  oath,  because 
they  cannot  swear  without  qualification  that  they  have  not,  after 
arriving  at  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  voluntarily  borne  arms  against 
the  United  States ;  and  unless  they  do  so  take  it,  they  cannot  vote. 
The  requirement,  therefore,  that  it  shall  be  taken  by  all  persons 
without  exception,  is  equivalent  to  a  direct  enactment  that  that  class 
of  persons  shall  be  deprived  of  the  right  of  suffrage  which  is  con- 
ferred upon  them  by  the  Constitution. 

The  form  of  the  law  by  which  an  individual  ia  deprived  of  a 
constitutional  right  is  immaterial.  The  test  of  its  constitutionality 
is,  whether  it  operates  to  deprive  any  person  of  a  right  guaranteed 
or  given  to  him  by  the  Constitution.  If  it  does,  it  is  a  nullity — 
whatever  may  be  its  form.  Surely,  a  law  which  deprives  a  person 
of  a  right  by  requiring  him  to  take  an  oath  which  he  cannot  take 
is  no  less  objectionable  than  one  depriving  him  of  such  right  in 
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direct  terms.  To  make  the  enjoyment  of  a  right  depend  upon  an 
impossible  condition,  or  upon  the  doing  of  that  which  cannot  legally 
be  done,  is  equivalent  to  an  absolute  denial  of  the  right  under  any 
condition.  The  effect,  and  not  the  language  of  the  law  in  such  case, 
must  determine  its  constitutionality.  It  would  not  be  doubted  for 
a  moment,  that  a  law  expressly  denying  the  elective  franchise  to 
any  person  upon  whom  the  Constitution  confers  it,  would  be  uncon- 
stitutional. Why,  then,  is  a  law  less  objectionable  which,  although 
not  expressly  and  directly,  yet  no  less  certainly,  denies  the  right  ? 
No  law  can  be  framed  which  will  more  effectively  deprive  that  class 
of  persons  who,  after  arriving  at  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  vol- 
untarily  bore  arms  against  the  United  States,  and  to  whom  an 
amnesty  has  been  granted,  of  the  right  of  suffirage,  than  the  oath 
required  by  the  registry  law.  Why,  then,  is  it  not  as  much  in 
conflict  with  the  Constitution,  and  as  obnoxious  to  it,  as  a  law  which 
in  direct  terms  deprived  that  class  of  the  elective  franchise  ?  In 
our  judgment  it  is — and  being  so  in  conflict  with  the  fundamental 
law,  the  oath  is  a  nullity. 

But  it  is  argued,  no  amnesty  has  been  granted — and  hence,  no 
person,  who  by  the  Constitution  is  entitled  to  the  elective  franchise, 
is  deprived  of  it  by  means  of  the  oath  required  by  the  law.  This, 
however,  appears  to  us  to  be  an  error.  On  the  fourth  day  of  July, 
1868,  a  proclamation,  the  conclusion  of  which  is  in  this  language, 
was  issued  by  the  President : 

"  Now,  therefore,  be  it  known  that  I,  Andrew  Johnson,  President 
of  the  United  States,  do,  by  virtue  of  the  Constitution,  and  in  the 
name  of  the  people  of  the  United  States,  hereby  proclaim  and 
declare,  unconditionally  and  without  reservation,  to  all  and  every 
person  who,  directly  or  indirectly,  participated  in  the  late  insurrec- 
tion or  rebellion— excepting  such  person  or  persons  as  may  be  under 
presentment  or  indictment  in  any  Court  of  the  United  States  having 
competent  jurisdiction,  upon  a  charge  of  treason,  or  other  felony — 
a  full  pardon  and  amnesty  for  the  offense  of  treason  against  the 
United  States,  or  of  adhering  to  their  enemies  during  the  late  civil 
war — with  restoration  of  all  rights  of  property,  except  as  to  slaves, 
and  except  also,  as  to  any  property  of  which  any  person  may  have 
been  legally  divested  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States." 
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The  relator  shows  by  his  affidavit  that  he  is  possessed  of  all  the 
electoral  qualifications  required  by  the  Constitution ;  but  that,  by 
reason  of  his  having  participated  in  the  late  rebellion,  he  cannot 
take  the  oath  required  by  the  registry  law.  He  also  avers  that 
he  has  not,  at  any  time,  been  under  presentment  or  indictment  in 
any  Court  of  the  United  States,  upon  any  charge  of  treason  or 
other  felony — thus  bringing  himself  fully  within  the  terms  of  the 
proclamation  above  quoted. 

It  is,  however,  claimed  that  the  President  had  not  the  power  to 
grant  amnesty  as  was  done  by  this  proclamation ;  that  amnesty  can 
only  be  granted  by  an  Act  of  Congress.  To  sustain  this  position  it 
is  argued  that  the  constitutional  power  to  pardon,  which  is  given  to 
the  Chief  Magistrate,  does  not  include  the  right  to  proclaim  amnesty. 
But  the  word  "  pardon  "  is  generic,  and  includes  every  character 
of  pardon.  Amnesty  is  a  general  pardon  granted  to  a  class  of  per- 
sons by  law  or  proclamation.  The  Act  in  such  case  is  as  properly 
a  pardon  as  if  simply  granted  to  an  individual,  by  deed.  Indeed, 
it  seems  to  be  generally  conceded,  in  the  United  States,  that  the 
word  "  pardon "  includes  amnesty.  Thus,  Mr.  Webster  defines 
the  latter  word  to  be,  "  an  act  of  oblivion ;  a  general  pardon  of 
the  offenses  of  subjects  against  the  government,  or  the  proclama- 
tion of  such  pardon."  So,  Worcester  defines  it  as  ^' a  general 
pardon,  granted  to  those  guilty  of  some  crime  or  offense." 

Amnesty,  being  a  kind  of  pardon,  must  be  held  to  be  included 
in  the  constitutional  power  conferred  upon  the  President  to  grant 
pardons — ^hence,  this  proclamation  must  be  accepted  as  a  valid  and 
operative  grant  of  amnesty  to  all  those  who  may  be  included  within 
its  language. 

Here,  then,  it  appears  that  the  relator,  who  has  shown  himself 
possessed  of  all  the  qualifications  required  by  the  Constitution  to 
entitle  him  to  the  elective  franchise,  is  deprived  of  that  right  by 
means  of  the  oath  required  by  the  Registry  law.  This  being  the 
case,  the  oath  is  unconstitutional,  and  the  relator  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  take  it. 

No  part  of  the  oath,  it  is  true,  appears  to  be  in  conflict  with  the 
Constitution,  except  that  which  requires  the  citizen  to  swear  that 
ne  has  not,  since  arriving  at  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  voluntarily 
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borne  arms  against  the  United  States,  nor  held  any  civil  or  military 
office  under  the  Confederate  States.  Still,  as  the  registry  agents 
have  no  right  or  power  to  alter  or  modify  the  oath,  but  are  com- 
pelled to  administer  it  entire,  and  to  all  persons  who  make  applica- 
tion to  have  their  names  placed  on  the  Register — a  part  of  it  being 
open  to  constitutional  objection,  the  entire  oath  must  fall. 

The  mandamus  to  the  defendant,  commanding  him  to  register 
the  name  of  the  relator,  was  properly  issued  by  the  Judge  below, 
and  hb  order  must  be  affirmed. 

By  Johnson,  J. :    I  dissent 


J.  BROWN  et  al.^  Respondents,  v.  J.  E.   JONES,  Appel- 
lant. 

Pbotikcb  or  JanoK  and  Jurt — RkdcctioI^  or  Verdict  bt  Judge.  In  an 
action  on  an  injunction  bond  the  Judge  instructed  the  jury  to  consider 
certain  items  of  alleged  damage,  which  should  not  have  been  considered ;  and 
in  deciding  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  endeavored  to  correct  the  error  by  re- 
ducing the  verdict  and  confining  it  to  the  amounts  claimed  upon  the  counts  by 
him  considered  good :  Hdd^  that  this  was  assuming  the  province  of  the  jury, 
and  could  not  be  done. 

Damages  on  Injunction  Bonds.  The  actual  expense  and  loss  occasioned  by  a 
writ  of  injunction  are  a  proper  subject  of  consideration  in  a  suit  on  the  injunc- 
tion bond,  including  the  costs  of  the  original  proceeding,  the  reasonable  coun- 
sel  fee  paid,  agreed  to  be  paid  or  liquidated,  for  setting  aside  the  injunction, 
and  such  other  damage  as  is  the  natural  and  proximate  consequence  of  the  is- 
suance and  enforcement  of  the  writ,  and  no  more ;  nothing,  generally,  con  be 
included  which  is  not  the  actual,  natural,  and  proximate  result  of  the  injunc- 
tion. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Third  Judicial  District, 
Washoe  County. 

The  complaint  sets  forth  that  on  July  24th,  1868,  the  plaintifb, 
J.  Brown  and  J.  Hamilton,  were  the  owners  and  in  the  possession 
of  three  hundred  and  fifty  cords  of  wood,  worth  one  thousand  two 
hundred  dollars,  on  a  wood  ranch  in  Washoe  County ;  that  on  that 
day  one  J.  S.  Peck  commenced  an  action  against  them,  and  pro- 
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cared  an  injanction  to  be  issued  out  of  the  Third  District  Court, 
restraining  them  from  removing  the  wood,  to  which  writ  they 
yielded  due  obedience :  that  in  said  action  an  injunction  bond  was 
given  in  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars,  with  the  defendants,  J. 
E.  Jones  and  L.  Rawlings  as  sureties ;  that  afterwards  the  injunc- 
tion was  so  modified  by  judicial  action  as  to  allow  the  removal  by 
the  plaintifis  in  this  action  of  all  the  wood  cut  prior  to  July  10th, 
1868 ;  that  the  plaintifis  by  reason  of  the  injunction  were  damaged 
to  the  extent  of  one  hundred  dollars  for  counsel  fees  paid  to  pro- 
cure the  dissolution  of  it ;  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  for  the  pre- 
vention, by  reason  of  the  injunction,  of  their  being  able  to  fulfill  a 
contract  to  deliver  wood  in  Washoe  City ;  two  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars  by  reason  of  their  cattle  and  wagons  being  thrown  out  of 
employment ;  three  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  for  deterioration  in 
the  market  price  and  value  of  the  wood  during  the  time  of  the 
injunction,  and  one  hundred  dollars  damages  by  reason  of  neces- 
sary repairs  to  a  road  completed  by  plaintiffs  at  the  time  of  the 
issuance  of  the  writ  and  destroyed  before  the  modification  of  it, 
besides  injury  to  their  credit  occasioned  by  the  injunction.  The 
jury  returned  a  general  verdict  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  for  nine  hun- 
dred and  twenty-seven  dollars. 

The  defendant  J.  E.  Jones  made  a  motion  for  a  new  trial ;  upon 
which  the  Court  below  rendered  a  written  opinion  and  decision, 
concluding  as  follows : 

'^  It  follows,  from  the  foregoing  considerations,  that  the  plaintiffi) 
are  entitled  only  to  the  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by 
reason  of  moneys  paid  forf  counsel  fees  and  the  loss  by  waste  and 
depreciation  in  market  value  of  the  wood.  There  is  no  criterion 
by  which  the  verdict  can  be  subdivided  so  that  the  intention  of  the 
jury  can  be  certainly  made  out  in  the  absence  of  special  findings. 
I  think,  however,  that  the  presumption  may  be  properly  entertained 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  such  amount  as  they  proved,  not 
exceeding  the  amount  named  and  claimed  in  the  complaint,  to  wit, 
one  hundred  dollars  counsel  fees,  one  hundred  and  seventy-five  dol- 
lars damage  by  waste,  and  one  hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars  loss 
in  market  value,  together  amounting  to  four  hundred  and  fifty  dol- 
lars, coin.    The  order  of  the  Court  must  be  that  the  verdict  of  the 
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jury  must  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  herein  be  granted,  unless 
the  plaintifi^  shall  within  five  days  from  and  after  the  filing  this 
opinion  and  order  consent  to  enter  written  formal  satisfaction  of  the 
existing  judgment  to  the  extent  of  four  hundred  and  seventy-seven 
dollars,  leaving  a  judgment  of  four  hundred  and  fifly  dollars  and 
costs  still  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  or  shall  consent  to  have  the 
present  judgment  vacated  and  take  judgment  for  four  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars  and  the  costs  accrued  up  to  the  date  of  filing  this  order. 
And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  in  case  of  acceptation  of  either  the 
above  terms  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  costs  of  such  entry  of  satisfaction, 
or  vacating,  and  entry  of  new  judgment,  shall  be  at  the  cost  of  the 
plainti&.  And  in  case  of  such  entry  of  satisfaction  or  taking  new 
judgment  in  lieu  of  the  present  one,  the  clerk  shall,  upon  request 
of  plaintifls,  issue  execution  upon  such  judgment  for  not  to  exceed 
four  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  and  costs  accruing  to  this  date  herein, 
all  in  gold  coin." 

Defendant  Jones  appealed  from  the  judgment  and  the  order. 

W.  L.  KnoXj  for  Appellant. 

W.  M.  Boardmanj  W.  C.  Kennedy^  and  T.  D.  EdwardB^  for 
Respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

This  action  is  upon  an  injunction  bond  for  one  thousand  dollars. 
It  appears  that  the  original  injunction  was  modified  in  a  very  im- 
portant particular,  which,  to  that  extent,  was  a  decision  that  the 
writ  was  so  far  improperly  granted,  so  respondents  were  entitled  to 
their  action,  but  their  complaint  presents  several  counts  for  dam- 
age which  could  not  properly  be  considered  under  the  terms  of  the 
bond,  which  is  the  ordinary  statutory  undertaking. 

The  District  Judge  was  not  sufficiently  particular  in  instructing 
the  jury,  and  allowed  them  to  consider  some  items  of  alleged  dam- 
age which  should  have  been  withheld.  In  deciding  the  motion 
made  by  appellants  for  a  new  trial  he  endeavors  to  correct  the  error 
by  reducing  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  confining  it  to  the  amounts 
claimed  upon  the  counts  by  him  considered  good.     This  cannot  be 
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done ;  it  is  assuming  the  province  of  the  jury.  It  might  be  the 
jury  gave  the  whole  verdict  upon  one  erroneous  count ;  for  here  no 
presumption  can  arise  that  the  verdict  was  based  upon  the  good 
counts,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  bad,  as  the  amount  found  exceeds 
the  aggregate  claimed  upon  the  counts  held  good  by  the  Judge 
below  by  more  than  one-half. 

The  complaint  is  not,  as  claimed  by  appellants,  entirely  devoid 
of  a  cause  of  action ;  but  it  is  so  uncertain,  that  it  should  be  amended 
to  show  with  distinctness  that  the  alleged  damage  resulted  from 
that  portion  of  the  injunction  dissolved,  when,  upon  proper  proof, 
respondents  would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  actual  expense  and 
loss  occasioned  by  the  writ  of  injunction  in  this  particular  in  which 
it  was  vacated.  This  would  include  the  costs  of  the  original  pro- 
ceeding, the  reasonable  counsel  fee  paid,  agreed  to  be  paid,  or 
liquidated,  for  setting  aside  the  injunction,  and  such  other  damage 
as  the  natural  and  proximate  consequence  of  the  issuance  and  en- 
forcement of  the  writ,  and  no  more. 

It  is  difficult  to  define  specifically,  in  the  way  of  a  rule,  what 
would  not  be  included  as  matter  of  damage.  Of  course,  generally, 
nothing  which  is  not  the  actual,  natural,  and  proximate  result  of 
the  wrong ;  and  with  respect  to  the  pleadings  at  bar,  it  may  be  said 
that  no  recovery  could  be  had  by  reason  of  the  cattle  and  wagon 
being  thrown  out  of  employment,  nor  for  the  expense  of  making,  a 
road,  nor  for  injury  to  the  credit  of  respondents. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 


THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA.  Respondent,  v.  T.  S.  GARD- 
NER, Appellant. 

Criminal  Law — Issuance  of  False  License.  Where  a  Deputy  Sheriff  having 
brought  suit  against  certain  persons  for  doing  business  without  licensei  upon 
their  settlement  of  the  suit  by  paying  costs  and  amounj;  of  license,  gave  them 
a  paper  written  by  his  attorney  and  signed  by  himself  purporting  to  be  a 
license ;  and  it  appeared  that  he  had  no  proper  forms  or  blanks  at  the  time, 
and  that  there  was  no  fraud  or  fraudulent  intention  on  his  part  further  than 
indicated  by  the  mere  naked  act :    Held^  that  no  criminal  offense  was  com- 

26 


ItfSS   8151 


878  SUPREME  COURT  OP  NEVADA.  [Jak., 


The  State  of  Nerada  v.  Gardner. 


mitted  under  the  statute  making  the  iasuanee  of  such  license  felony.  (State. 
1864-0,  299,  Sec.  14,) 

CRimiTAL  Intent  Necxssart  to'  Corstitutb  Criui.  The  essence  of  a  criminal 
offense  is  the  wrongful  intent,  without  which  it  cannot  exist. 

Tbs  LcrrsR  or  Ceiminal  Statutes  as  opposed  to  the  Reason.  While  the 
words  of  a  criminal  statute  are  the  primary  guide  to  its  meaning,  it  is  well 
settled  that  to  authorize  a  conyiction  under  it  the  case  presented  must  not  only 
come  within  its  words,  but  also  withm  its  reason  and  spirit,  and  the  mischief 
it  was  intended  to  remedy. 

Statute  against  Issuance  or  False  Licenses.  The  Legislature,  in  passing  the 
statute  against  the  issuance  of  licenses  other  than  those  properly  issued  to  the 
Sheriff,  (Stats.  1864-6,  299)  did  not  intend  such  fearfUl  consequences  as  a  con- 
yiction for  felony,  and  imprisonment  in  the  State  prison,  upon  the  yiolation 
merely  of  the  letter  of  the  statute;  and  in  a  prosecution  under  it,  a  charge  to 
the  jury  which  entirely  ignores  any  question  of  criminal  intent  is  error. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Sixth  Judicial  District, 
Washoe  County. 

JJ.  M.  SteeUy  for  Appellant. 

R.  M.  Clarke^  Attomej-General,  for  Respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

Appellant  was  mdicted,  tried,  and  conyicted  of  a  felony,  under 
a  statute  of  this  State  which  provides  that  :•  '^  If  either  the  County 
Treasurer,  County  Auditor,  Sheriff,  or  any  other  person,  shall  issue, 
have  in  his  possession  with  intent  to  circulate,  or  put  into  circula- 
tion, any  other  license  than  those  properly  issued  to  the  Sheriff  un- 
der the  provisions  of  this  Act,  the  person  so  offending  shall  be 
guilty  of  felony,  and  on  conviction  be  sentenced  to  imprisonment 
in  the  State  prison  for  a  term  of  not  less  than  one  year  nor  more 
than  four  years."     (Stata.  1864-5,  299,  Sec.  74.) 

The  undisputed  facts  in  evidence  were  that  appellant  as  Deputy 
Sheriff  and  Collector  of  Licenses,  had  brought  suit  as  by  statute 
authorized  against  certain  merchants  doing  business  within  his 
county  without  license ;  that  they  had  settled  the  suit  by  paying 
costs  and  amount  demanded  for  license,  and  thereupon,  he  having 
no  proper  forms,  had  ^ven  them  a  paper  written  by  his  attorney, 
and  signed  by  himself,  purporting  to  be  a  license.  There  was  no 
pretense  of  any  fraud,  or  fraudulent  intention  on  his  part,  further 
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than  indicated  by  the  mere  naked  act.  On  the  contrary,  the  Dis* 
trict  Judge  trying  the  cause  was  so  much  impressed  with  the  hard- 
ship of  the  case,  that  he  combined  with  his  sentence  of  one  year's 
imprisonment  in  the  State  prison  an  earnest  recommendation  that 
appellant  be  pardoned,  and  restored  to  all  the  rights  of  citizenship, 
at  the  earliest  possible  moment. 

This  statement  suggests  an  anomaly,  opposed  alike  to  reason, 
justice,  and  law.  The  error  of  the  case  consists  in  the  too  narrow 
view  taken  of  the  statute  in  question.  The  District  Judge,  while 
apparently  regretting  the  necessity,  felt  himself  compelled  to  con- 
strue the  statute  literally  and  technically,  without  reference  to  the 
general  principles  of  criminal  law.  Thus  he  says  in  his  charge  to 
the  jury :  ^^  When  any  person  presumes  to  license  such  business 
transactions,  otherwise  than  as  the  law  directs,  he  is  a  breaker  of 
the  law,  *  *  *  the  chief  question  being  whether  he  issued 
the  license  described  in  the  indictment.  The  gist  of  the  oifense 
chife*ged  is  the  issuance  of  the  license  as  charged.  •  •  •  jf^ 
therefore,  in  considering  the  evidence  and  the  law  given  you  in 
Court,  you  find  the  defendant,  T.  S.  Gardner,  did  issue  a  license 
other  than  one  properly  issued  to  the  Sheriff  under  the  provisions 
of  the  law  I  quoted  to  you  in  opeuing  this  charge,  to  N.  J.  Salis- 
bury &  Co.,  and  at  the  town  of  Wadsworth,  in  the  County  of 
Washoe,  State  of  Nevada,  and  did  take  and  receive  therefor  the 
sum  of  seven  dollars  and  fifty  cents,  as  charged  in  the  indictment 
you  will  render  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  charged  in  the  indictment" 
The  italics  are  as  in  the  record.  The  indictment  charged  a  wilful, 
felonious,  and  fraudulent  issuing. 

It  may  be  remarked  here  that  receiving  the  money  is  no  portion 
of  the  offense  created  by  statute,  and  it  is  not  impossible  that  the 
indictment  is  bad  by  reason  of  containing  matter  relative  thereto, 
which  may  allege  a  separate  and  distinct  offense  under  the  same 
statute,  but  as  this  case  presents  a  broader  ground  for  decision,  let 
it  rest  on  that.  It  will  be  observed  that  any  question  of  intent 
is  carefully  ignored  as  the  Judge  gave  the  law  to  the  jury.  He 
should  rather  have  instructed  thus :  '^  Nothing  short  of  the  intent 
to  do  a  forbidden  thing  will  make  a  man  criminal.  Where  such 
intent  is  wanting  he  commits  no  offense  in  law,  though  he  does  acts 
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completely  within  all  the  words  of  a  statute  which  prohibits  the 
acts,  being  silent  concerning  the  intent.  And  there  are  cases  in 
which  something  even  more  than  this  is  necessary.  For  example : 
the  English  Statute  12,  Geo.  Ill,  C.  48,  Sec.  1,  makes  it  felony  to 
write  any  matter  or  thing  liable  to  stamp  duty  upon  paper  upon 
which  had  previously  been  written  some  other  matter  so  liable,  be- 
fore the  paper  has  been  agidn  stamped,  but  makes  no  mention 
whether  the  intent  must  be  a  fraudulent  one  or  otherwise.  Yet  it 
was  ruled  by  Abinger,  G.  B.,  that  the  offense  is  not  committed  un- 
less the  intent  is  fraudulent.  The  doctrine  is,  that  the  statute  is  to 
be  so  construed  in  connection  with  the  common  law,  which  requires 
an  evil  intent  to  accompany  the  evil  act,  as  to  add  in  favor  of  the 
defendant  this  provision."  (1  Bishop  on  Griminal  Law,  3d  Ed. 
429.) 

It  would  be  monstrous  that  one  guilty  of  no  evil  intent  should 
incur  the  odium  of  proven  felony ;  if  such  is  the  law,  better  be  re- 
mitted to  lawlessness.  As  is  well  remarked  by  the  author  abf  ve 
quoted :  '^  It  is  therefore  a  principle  of  our  legal  system,  as  prob- 
ably of  every  other,  that  the  essence  of  an  offense  is  the  wrongful 
intent,  without  which  it  cannot  exist."  (1  Bishop  on  Griminal  Law, 
3d  Ed.  370.) 

While  the  words  of  a  statute  are  the  primary  guide  to  its  mean- 
ing, it  is  a  well  settled  principle  of  criminal  law  that  a  given  case 
must  come  not  only  within  the  words  of  a  statute,  but  also  within 
its  reason  and  spirit,  and  the  mischief  it  was  intended  to  remedy  ; 
and  so  it  is  said  that  in  favor  of  defendants :  '^  Griminal  statutes 
are  both  contracted  and  expanded."  (1  Bishop  on  Griminal  Law, 
Sd  Ed.  259  and  272 ;  2  Leading  Grim.  Gases,  2d  Ed.  178  and 
181,  Notes.)- 

Viewing  the  statute  under  consideration  in  the  light  of  the 
general  criminal  law,  it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  the  Legislature 
proposed  such  fearful  consequences  upon  the  violation  merely  of 
the  letter  of  the  statute,  and  in  so  deciding  the  District  Judge 
erred.  For  the  error  indicated,  the  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded. 
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By  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

I  am  compelled  to  dissent  from  the  doctrine  of  the  principal  opin- 
ion in  this  case.  The  intent  which  is  spoken  of  by  authors  and 
Judges  as  essential  to  constitute  a  crime  is  not  necessarily  an  evil 
or  wrongful  intent  beyond  that  which  is  involved  in  the  doing  of 
the  prohibited  act.  That  there  will  be  no  crime  when  the  act  which 
is  made  a  crime  is  not  intentionally  or  willfully  done  is  undoubted ; 
and  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  willful  doing  of 
an  act  prohibited  by  the  Legislature  completes  the  offense  without 
anything  else  being  shown.  Here,  for  example,  the  law  makes  it 
criminal  for  a  person  to  issue  any  but  such  licenses  as  are  properly 
delivered  to  the  SheriflF  by  the  Auditor.  Is  not  the  crime  complete, 
when  it  is  shown  that  a  license  not  so  issued  to  the  Sheriff  is  put 
in  circulation  ?  What  other  intent  can  be  required  than  the  intent 
to  issue  a  license  other  than  such  as  is  authorized  by  the  statute  ? 
Must  there  be  a  showing  not  only  that  such  license  was  issued,  but 
also  that  it  was  issued  with  the  intent  to  defraud  the  revenue  ? 
The  statute  does  not  make  such  intent  an  ingredient  of  the  crime ; 
if  the  Courts  do  it,  they  do  not  interpret,  but  mutilate,  the  law. 

Cases  of  a  similar  character  have  frequently  been  before  the 
Courts,  and  I  think  it  is  very  generally  held  that  the  crime  is  com- 
plete when  the  act  constituting  the  crime  is  shown  to  have  been 
done,  regardless  of  the  intent  with  which  it  was  done.  Thus,  in 
The  State  v.  TFaZfo,  (7  Blackford,  672)  where  the  defendant  was 
indicted  for  carrying  a  concealed  weapon  under  a  statute  making 
such  act  a  crime,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  weapon  was 
carried  simply  for  the  purpose  of  exhibiting  it  as  a  curiosity,  and 
not  with  any  evil  intent  or  purpose,  constituted  no  defense.  In 
that  case  there  was  certainly  none  of  the  evil  mind  which  Mr. 
Bishop  assures  us  must  be  an  ingredient  of  every  offense.  Again, 
the  Brig  Ann  (1  Gallison,  62)  is  another  case  strongly  refuting 
the  learned  author's  dictum.  An  embargo  had  been  laid  on  the 
ports  of  the  United  States.  The  brig  was  libeled  for  a  violation  of 
the  embargo.  But  it  was  shown  that  the  master  did  not  know  of 
the  embargo,  and  that  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  have  known  it  at 
the  time  he  sailed,  because  the  news  of  the  passage  of  the  Act  could 
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not  have  reached  the  port  whence  he  sailed — ^he  having  sailed  from 
Newburjport  on  the  day  following  the  passage  of  the  law  by  Cox>- 
gress ;  but  this  utter  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  the  act  which  he 
was  doing  was  prohibited,  and  even  the  impossibility  of  knowing  it, 
was  held  no  defense. 

So  in  Seffina  v.  WoodrotVy  (15  Meeson  &  W.  404)  upon  a  stat- 
ute which  imposed  a  penalty  of  two  hundred  pounds  upon  any  per- 
son having  in  his  possession  adulterated  tobacco,  it  was  held  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  that  the  defendant  was  amenable  to  the  penal- 
ty, although  it  appeared  that  he  purchased  the  tobacco  as  genuine, 
and  had  no  knowledge  or  cause  to  suspect  that  it  was  adulterated. 
It  is,  also,  well  known  that  all  Acts  of  Parliament  take  effect  from 
the  first  day  of  the  session,  even  if  not  adopted  until  the  last  day ; 
and  thus  a  person  may  be  engaged  before  and  during  the  session  in 
the  doing  of  an  act  entirely  innocent,  but  at  the  last  day  an  Act  is 
passed  making  it  criminal,  and  thus  he  may  be  indicted  and  con- 
victed for  doing  that  which  was  entirely  innocent,  morally  and 
legally,  when  done.  Such  cases  have  frequently  occurred,  and 
still  that  fact  has  never  been  held  by  the  English  Judges  to  be  a  de- 
fense, on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evil  mind  or  intent,  although 
there  certainly  could  not  be  at  the  time  the  act  was  done.  The 
method  pursued  in  such  cases  has  always  been  to  petition  the 
Executive  to  pardon  the  offender,  and  not  to  add  to  or  take  from 
the  law. 

The  cases  referred  to  by  Bishop,  in  support  of  his  doctrine,  that 
there  must  be  an  evil  purpose  other  than  that  resultmg  from  the 
willful  doing  of  the  act  prohibited,  before  one  can  be  guilty  of  a 
crime,  generally  do  not  support  the  text.  They  simply  hold  that 
there  must  be  a  willful  or  intentional  doing  of  the  act  itself.  As 
for  example,  the  case  of  Myers  v.  The  State  of  Connecticut^  (1 
Conn.  502)  where  the  defendant  was  indicted  for  letting  a  carriage 
on  the  Sabbath  under  a  statute  prohibiting  such  act,  except  when 
it  was  to  be  used  for  charity  or  from  necessity,  the  showing  that 
the  defendant  was  informed  and  believed  that  the  hiring  was  for  a 
charitable  purpose  was  sufficient  proof  that  he  did  not  willfully  or 
intentionally  violate  the  statute,  or  do  the  prohibited  act.  Such  is, 
however,  not  this  case.     It  can  hardly  be  said  that  the  defendant 
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did  not  intentionally  or  willfulljdo  the  very  act  prohibited  by  the 
statute. 

The  defendant  in  this  case  may  be  morally  as  innocent  as  if  he 
had  not  done  tiie  act  at  all,  and  for  this  reason  he  should  and 
doubtless  would  be  pardoned  were  the  penalties  of  the  law  enforced 
against  him  by  the  Courts.  That  is  the  better  method  and  most 
proper  time  for  the  interposition  of  compassion  against  what  seems 
the  harshness  of  the  law. 

I  am  constrained  to  dissent  from  the  majority  opinion. 


HENRY  MAYENBAUM,  Appellant,  v.  THOMAS  J.  MUR- 
PHY AND  JOSEPH  E.  'mARCHAND,  Rbspondbnts. 

Skrticx  of  Summons  iir  Countt  wmjerb  beforb  sbrtkd  out  or  Gourtt.  Where 
there  were  two  defendants  in  an  action,  and  both  were  served  with  the  sum- 
mons in  a  district  different  from  the  one  in  which  the  suit  was  compienced, 
and  before  the  forty  days  allowed  to  answer  expired,  one  of  the  defendants 
entered  the  county  and  was  served  there ;  and  after  ten  days  from  such  service, 
but  before  the  expiration  of  the  forty  days,  default  was  entered,  against  the 
person  so  served  in  the  county,  and  judgment  by  default  rendered  against 
defendants,  to  be  executed  against  their  joint  property  and  the  separate  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant  served  in  the  county :  Hdd^  that  the  second  service  was 
a  nullity,  the  default  irregular,  and  the  judgment  error. 

Practice  Act,  Section  Thirtt-two — Judombnt  aoainst  Joint  Debtors.  Where 
the  defendants  in  an  action  against  two  are  both  served  with  the  summons,  a 
judgment,  under  section  thirty-two  of  the  Practice  Act,  cannot  be  entered 
against  one  to  be  executed  against  his  separate  property  and  the  joint  property 
of  both. 

Summons  Once  Fully  Served.  Where  service  of  a  summons  has  been  made^ 
and  the  demands  of  the  writ  satisfied,  the  conclusive  presumption  of  the  law 
is,  under  sections  twenty-eight  and  thirty-three  of  the  Practice  Act,  that  its 
office,  having  been  accomplished,  no  person  can  effectively  thereafter  use  it  for 
its  original  purpose. 

Second  Service  or  Same  Summons.  Where  a  summons  has  been  served  upon  a 
defendant  out  of  the  district  and  afterwards  served  upon  him  in  the  district, 
with  the  intention  of  shortening  the  time  allowed  him  to  answer :  Held^  that 
the  second  service  Was  an  absolute  nullity. 
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Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Sixth  Judicial  District, 
Lander  County. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

D,  Cooper  J  M.  Mayenbaum  and  Clarke  ^  WelUy  for  Appellant. 

I.  The  right  to  take  judgment  upon  failure  to  answer  is  indis- 
putable. (Practice  Act,  Sec.  152.)  Judgment  taken,  relief  can 
be  granted  only  in  the  cases  prescribed  by  statute,  to  wit :  mis- 
take, inadvertence,  surprise,  or  excusable  neglect,  (Practice  Act, 
Sec.  68)  and  then  only  upon  affidavit  ^^  showing  good  cause  there- 
for." The  affidavit  must  show  good  or  legal  excuse.  In  the  case 
at  bar  the  excuse  offered  is,  that  ^'  affiant  never  for  one  moment 
dreamed  that  such  service  [service  in  Lander  County]  could  or 
would  require  him  to  appear  and  answer  in  said  case  at  any  other 
or  different  time  than  the  time  specified  in  the  summons  served  on 
him  at  White  Pine  aforesaid."  therefore,  ignorance  of  the  re- 
quirements of  the  summons  served  in  Lander  County  is  the  excuse 
urged  and  mistake  relied  upon  to  set  aside  the  judgment.  But  this 
is  ignorance  of  the  law  which  is  inexcusable.  (  Cha%e  v.  Swain  et 
al.y  9  Cal.  130.)  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  Court  below  erred 
in  setting  aside  the  judgment  for  the  cause  shown. 

n.  Is  this  error  reviewable  ?  K  error  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  clearly  so,  for  then  it  amounts  to  abuse  of  discretion.  (29 
Cal.  422.) 

Garber  ^  Thornton  and  N.  D.  Andersonj  for  Respondents. 

I.  l]he  reason,  and  as  we  conceive,  the  true  construction  of 
the  law  should  be,  that  the  summons  having  once  been  served  on 
both  defendants  in  White  Pine  County,  it  had  answered  its  purpose, 
the  power  of  the  writ  had  been  exhausted,  and  that  the  second 
service  of  the  writ  on  Marchand  in  Lander  County  was  simply  a 
nullity.  Certainly,  to  allow  a  plaintiff  to  serve  a  summons  again  and 
again  on  a  defendant-  can  only  lead  to  confusion  and  mistake ;  the 
defendant  being  cited  to  appear  on  two  inconsistent  days,  would  be 
in  doubt  as  to  the  correct  time  for  him  to  appear  in  the  action,  and 
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he  might  very  naturally  think  he  was  entitled  to'the  longest  time 
mentioned.  Immediately  upon  hearing  that  a  default  had  been 
entered  on  this  service,  he  applied  to  the  Court  to  set  it  aside.  He 
did  not  sleep  on  his  rights,  but  made  the  application  at  the  same 
term  of  the  Court,  within  a  few  days  after  the  default  and  judg- 
ment had  been  entered,  and  before  the  time  for  him  to  answer  as 
first  cited  had  expired.  The  answer  proposed,  and  his  two  affidav- 
its show,  a  good  and  meritorious  defense.  The  Court  below  was 
right  in  its  ruling.  (^Roland  v.  Kreymhagan^  18  Cal.  456  ;  Mo- 
Kinley  v.  TuUh^  84  Cal.  237  ;  Howe  v.  Independent  Co.,  29  Cal. 
72 ;  Howe  v.  Coldren,  4  Nev.  178.) 

II.  The  Court  below,  in  its  discretion,  saw  proper  to  set  aside 
the  default  a^  to  Marchand,  and  the  judgment  as  to  both  defend- 
ants. This  is  a  discretion  that  the  Appellate  Court  will  not  inter- 
fere with,  unless  in  cases  of  great  abuse.  (^Bailey  v.  Taafe,  29 
Cal.  424.) 

No  Court  could  refuse  relief  in  such  a  plain  case  as  this.  It«is 
stronger  than  any  one  to  be  found  in  the  books  where  such  relief 
has  been  granted.  For  the  Court  below  to  have  refused  it  would 
have  been  such  a  manifest  abuse  of  its  discretion  that  the  Appellate 
Court  would  have  granted  it,  had  it  been  refused. 

m.  The  judgment  was  entered  under  section  thirty-two  of  the 
Practice  Act,  but  in  direct  conflict  with  that  section.  Both  defend- 
ants were  served  in  White  Pine  County ;  afterwards,  the  defendant 
Marchand  was  again  served  in  Lander  County,  his  default  entered, 
and  a  judgment  entered  under  this  section  against  the  joint  prop- 
erty of  both  defendants,  and  the  separate  property  of  the  defendant 
Marchand.  No  such  judgment  as  this  can  stand.  Had  the  defend- 
ant Murphy  not  been  served  there  might  have  been  some  show  of 
reason  in  entering  such  judgment ;  but  he  having  been  served,  the 
Court  had  no  power  to  enter  judgment  against  him  until  his  legal 
time  for  answering  had  expired.  This  form  of  judgment  can  only 
be  entered  where  the  defendants  are  jointly  liable  and  one  of  them 
not  served.  If  served,  all  must  be  included  in  the  judgment ;  and 
no  judgment  can  be  entered  until  the  time  for  all  to  answer,  who 
have  been  served,  has  expired.     (^Bullion  Mining  Co.  v.  Cr€e9u% 
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Co.,  8  Nev.  837';  Keller  v.  Blaidel,  1  Nev.  498 ;  Edler  v.  Bla^- 
dd,  2  Nev.  163 ;  1  Chitty's  Plead.  44 ;  Stearm  v.  Aguirre,  7 
Cal.  447  ;  Steams  v.  Aguirre^  6  Cal.  176 ;  Lewi»  v.  Clarkin^  18 
Cal.  400 ;  PeopU  v.  Fruhie,  18  Cal.  402 ;  ClaJUn  v.  BuUerbjfj 
6  Duer,  827;  BrumtkiU  v.  «7am€«,  1  Kem.  294;  Jaques  v. 
Greenwood,  1  Abb.  Pr.  230 ;  >Siay<«r  v.  Smithj  2  Bos.  674.) 

rV.  Even  had  the  default  not  been  taken  through  the  mistake, 
inadvertencey  surprise,  and  excusable  neglect  of  Marchand,  as  it  is 
clearly  shown  that  it  was  in  this  case,  still  the  judgment  would  be 
irregular  and  should  be  set  aside ;  in  fact,  it  is  more  than  irregular 
— ^it  is  void.     {Keller  v.  Blasdel,  2  Nev.  163.) 

The  idea  that  Murphy,  who  was  served  and  ready  to  answer  in 
time,  can  have  a  judgment  entered  against  his  joint  property  with 
Marchand,  under  section  thirty-two  of  the  Practice  Act,  is  absurd. 
The  judgment  so  entered  is  absolutely  void ;  nor  could  a  separate 
judgment  be  entered  against  Marchand  on  the  default,  for  the 
reason  that  both  defendants  were  sued  jointly  on  a  joint  indebted- 
ness. The  interposition  of  a  defense  by  Murphy,  if  successful, 
would  defeat  the  whole  action. 

By  the  Court,  Whitman,  J. : 

Appellant  filed  his  complaint  against  respondents  in  the  Dbtiict 
Court  of  the  Sixth  Judicial  District,  County  of  Lander,  seeking  to 
recover  from  them  seven  thousand  dollars  as  an  attorney's  fee*  On 
the  sixteenth  of  August,  1869,  summons  was  issued  by  the  Clerk 
of  the  Court,  which  was  forwarded  to  White  Pine  County,  in  the 
Eighth  Judicial  District,  for  service.  On  the  fourth  day  of  Sep- 
tember this  summons  was  served  on  both  the  respondents.  Subse- 
quently, on  the  eighteenth  of  September,  the  same  summons  was 
served  on  respondent  Marchand  in  Lander  County.  Upon  the 
thirtieth  of  the  same  month,  in  open  Court,  the  default  of  Marchand 
was  entered,  and  upon  proofs  made,  a  judgment  was  recovered 
against  both  respondents,  with  right  of  execution  against  the  sepa- 
rate property  of  Marchand,  and  the  joint  property  of  Marchand 
and  Murphy.  At  the  same  term  of  the  Court,  motions  were  made 
to  vacate  the  judgment  against  Murphy,  and  to  set  aside  default, 
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and  vacate  the  judgment  against  Marchand.  These  were  consid- 
ered together,  and  the  entire  relief  demanded  was  granted.  This 
is  assigned  as  error. 

There  was  no  authority  for  the  judgment  against  Murphy ;  he 
had  been  regularly  served  with  summons,  and  by  its  terms,  and 
under  the  statute,  had  forty  days  therefrom  to  answer,  which  time 
had  not  expired  when  judgment  was  taken  against  him.  The  Code 
provides  that :  ^'  When  the  action  is  against  two  or  more  defend- 
ants, and  the  summons  is  served  on  one  or  more,  but  not  on  all  of 
them,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  as  follows :  First,  if  the  actions  be 
against  the  defendants  jointly  indebted  upon  a  contract,  he  may 
proceed  against  the  defendant  served,  unless  the  Court  otherwise 
direct ;  and  if  he  recover  judgment,  it  may  be  entered  against  all 
the  defendants  thus  jointly  indebted,  so  far  only  as  that  it  may  be 
enforced  against  the  joint  property  of  all,  and  the  separate  property 
of  the  defendant  served ;  or  second,  if  the  action  be  against  defend- 
ants severally  liable,  he  may  proceed  against  the  defendants  served 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  were  the  only  defendants  (Stats. 
1869,  202,  Sec.  82)  ;  but  such  was  not  this  case.  Murphy  was 
served,  and  no  judgment  could  regularly  be  entered  against  him  as 
affecting  his  property,  whether  joint  or  several,  until  his  time  for 
answer  had  expired,  save  by  his  consent.  Therefore,  the  judgment 
against  him  was  properly  vacated. 

If  the  second  service  upon  Marchand  was  valid,  it  may  well  be 
doubted  whether  the  default  should  have  been  set  aside,  provided 
any  judgment  could  properly  have  been  rendered  against  him  on 
such  default,  before  his  codefendant,  jointly  liable,  had  defended, 
or  refused  or  neglected  to  defend ;  but  these  are  grave  questions 
of  practice,  unnecessary  to  be  decided  under  the  view  taken  of 
such  second  service.  The  statute  provides,  that  ^'the  summods 
shall  be  served  by  the  Sheriff  of  the  county  where  the  defendant 
is  found,  or  by  his  deputy,  or  by  any  citizen  of  the  United  States 
over  twenty-one  years  of  age;  and  except  as  hereinafter  provided, 
a  copy  of  the  complaint,  certified  by  the  Clerk,  or  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  shall  be  served  with  the  summons.  When  the  summons 
shall  be  served  by  the  Sheriff,  or  his  deputy,  it  shall  be  returned 
with  the  certificate  or  afSdavit  of  the  officer  of  its  service  and  of 
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the  service  of  the  copy  of  the  complamt,  to  the  office  of  the  clerk 
of  the  county  m  which  the  action  is  commenced."  (Stats.  1869, 
200,  Sec.  28.)  So  that,  full  service  having  been  made  and  the 
demands  of  the  writ  satisfied,  the  conclusive  presumption  of  law 
is,  that  such  writ  is  returned  to  the  Clerk's  office  of  the  Court  in 
which  the  suit  is  pending.  It  has  no  business  anywhere  else ;  its 
office  is  accomplished,  and  no  person  can  effectively  thereafter  use 
it  for  its  original  purpose. 

Whether  an  alias  summons  could  be  issued  by  attorney  or  clerk, 
and  served  upon  a  defendant  already  served,  so  as  to  reduce  the 
time  of  appearance,  is  another  and  perhaps  entirely  different  ques- 
tion. That  this  summons  was  properly  served  in  the  first  instance, 
is  evidenced  by  the  return  of  the  Sheriff. 

Take  section  thirty-three,  which  reads :  "Proof  of  service  of  the 
summons  shall  be  as  follows :  1st.  If  served  by  the  Sheriff,  or  his 
deputy,  the  affidavit  or  certificate  of  such  Sheriff,  or  deputy,"  etc., 
in  connection  with  section  twenty -eight,  previously  quoted,  and 
there  is  no  doubt  that,  so  far  as  this  matter  of  service  is  concerned, 
the  Sheriff,  or  deputy  serving,  is  to  that  extent  the  officer  of  the 
Court  where  the  action  is  pending,  and  thus  to  be  recognized. 
This  summons,  then,  having  been  properly  served,  should  have 
been  returned.  If  returned,  such  fact  should  have  been  noted  in 
the  register ;  and  the  paper  itself  should  have  remained  upon  the 
files  of  the  Clerk  of  Lander  County ;  and  in  either  or  any  event, 
no  defendant  could  be  damaged  by  official  laches. 

Therefore,  the  second  service  was  an  absolute  nullity;  and  Mar- 
chand  was  not  thereby  called  upon  to  answer,  ptherwise  than  under 
the  original  service.  Wherefore,  the  default  entered  against  him 
was  irregular ;  and  was  properly,  with  the  judgment  thereon  en- 
tered, set  aside. 

The  order  of  the  District  Court  is  affirmed. 
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J.  FREDERICK,  Respondent,  v.  A.  HAAS  et  aZ.,  Appel-       p 

LANTS. 

Rksultinq  Trust  —  Purchase  of  Land  bt  Oke»  Consideration  bt  Another. 
Where  an  estate  is  purchased  m  the  name  of  one  person  and  the  consideration 
is  paid  at  the  time  by  another,  there  is  a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  the  latter ; 
but  to  establish  such  trust  the  evidence  that  the  consideration  was  so  furnished 
must  be  (^ar. 

Tims  or  adtancino  Consideration  to  Create  Resulting  Trust.  To  establish 
a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  a  person  advancing  the  consideration  for  a  pur- 
chase of  land  in  the  name  of  another,  the  consideration  must  be  shown  to  have 
been  advanced  at  the  time  the  title  was  acquired ;  as  the  trust  must  be  created 
at  the  very  time  the  title  passes,  and  no  subsequent  transaction  being  allowed 
to  impress  the  character  of  a  trust  estate  upon  that  which  was  absolute  in  the 
purchaser  at  the  time  it  was  acquired. 

Resulting  Trust  —  Advance  of  Consideration  in  Chattels.  Where  Wolfe 
and  Frederick  agreed  with  Stowe  to  purchase  land  of  him  for  five  hundred  dol- 
lars, each  to  have  an  undivided  half,  and  Wolfe  accepted  from  the  agent  of 
Frederick  at  the  time  a  watch  in  lieu  of  one  hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars 
of  the  purchase  money,  and  other  chattels  for  the  purpose  of  selling  them  and 
making  up  the  balance  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and  took  the  deed  of 
the  land  in  his  own  name,  canceled  a  debt  due  him  by  Stowe  in  paimaent 
thereof,  and  sold  the  chattels  and  made  up  the  balance :  ffeld^  that  there  was 
a  resulting  trust  for  one-half  the  Und  in  Wolfe  in  favor  of  Frederick. 

Evidence  to  show  Resulting  Trust.  To  establish  a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of 
one  furnishing  the  consideration  for  land  purchased  in  the  name  of  another,  it 
is  enough  for  the  cestui  que  trust  to  show  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the 
trustee  to  purchase,  and  that  the  consideration  was  furnished  to  him  before  he 
acquired  the  title. 

Principal  and  Agent — Advance  bt  Agent  for  Benefit  of  Principal.  If  an 
agent  advance  his  own  money  or  property  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal,  and 
the  principal  ratify  such  advance,  the  transaction  becomes  a  loan  dating  from 
the  time  of  the  advance,  and  the  principal  is  entitled  to  the  advantage  of  the 
advance  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  his  own  money  or  property. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  Eighth  Judicial  District, 
White  Pine  County. 

The  complaint  in  this  action,  which  was  against  A.  Haas,  B. 
Wolfe,  and  L.  Oodchaux,  composing  the  firm  of  A.  Haas  &  Co., 
set  out  the  purchase  by  defendants,  in  November,  1868,  of  a  small 
lot  of  land,  sixteen  feet  front  on  the  west  side  of  Main  Street  by 
seventy-five  feet  in  depth,  in  Treasure  City,  White  Pine  County, 
for  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars ;  that  it  had  been  previously 
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agreed  that  plaintiff  was  to  furnish  half  the  consideration  money, 
which  he  did  furnish,  and  defendants  were  to  convey  to  him  one-half 
the  lot ;  that  after  the  purchase  defendants  refused  to  convey  to 
him,  and  aflerwards  in  March,  1869,  sold  the  lot  for  two  thousand 
five  hundred  dollars ;  that  it  was  then  worth  and  might  have  been 
sold  for  three  thousand  two  hundred  dollars ;  and  that  defendants 
refused  to  pay  plaintiff  any  part  of  the  proceeds  of  sale,  where- 
fore he  demanded  judgment  against  them  for  one  thousand  six 
hundred  dollars. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  a  jury,  and  the  result  was  a  verdict 
and  findings  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendants,  A.  Haas, 
and  B.  Wolfe,  for  the  sum  of  one  thousand  six  hundred  dollars. 
A  motion  for  a  new  trial  having  been  overruled,  defendants  took 
this  appeal. 

Q-arber  ^  Thorhtoitj  for  Appellants. 

I.  The  law  governing  an  action  of  this  character  is  well  settled. 
Plaintiff  must  show  affirmatively  tihat  at  the  time  of  the  purchase 
he  paid  the  whole  or  some  aliquot  portion  of  the  purchase  money. 
Both  as  to  time  and  fact  of  the  payment,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on 
him,  and  he  must  sustain  it  by  clear  and  indisputable  evidence. 
(^Pinnock  v.  Clauffh,  16  Ver.  500 ;  Conner  v.  Letvisy  16  Maine, 
274.)  Taking  every  fact  testified  to  by  plaintiff's  witness  as  true, 
he  has  failed  to  prove  the  essential  fact,  the  cotemporaneous  pay- 
ment by  him  of  any  part  of  the  five  hundred  dollars  for  the  prem- 
ises in  controversy.  The  most  that  can  be  claimed  in  any  view  of 
the  testimony  is,  that  he  agreed,  through  his  brother  and  agent, 
with  Wolfe,  acting  for  Haas  &  Co.,  verbally,  that  Wolfe  should  buy 
the  Idt  for  the  joint  benefit  of  plaintiff  and  defendant ;  that  Wolfe 
did  buy  it  from  Stowe  for  five  hundred  dollars ;  that  the  five  hun- 
dred dollars  was  paid  by  Haas  &  Co.  to  Stowe  by  canceling  that 
amount  of  indebtedness  then  existing  and  due  from  Stowe  to  Haas 
k  Co.  No  money  was  ever  paid  to  Stowe  except  by  a  credit  to 
him  in  his  debt  to  Haas  &  Co.,  made  at  the  time  of  the  purchase. 
The  only  advance  pretended  to  have  been  made  by  plaintiff  was 
at  least  a  week  afterwards.     Consequently  a  payment  by  plidntiff 
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at  the  time  of  the  purchase  is  not  shown.     (See  Gfraves  v.  Dur^ 
gan,  6  Dana,  831.) 

n.  Again,  as  there  was  no  writing,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  ap- 
plies. If  Haas  &  Co.  had  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  the  watches 
or  other  property  or  funds  of  the  plaintiff  in  their  hands,  under  an 
oral  agreement  to  use  them  in  this  purchase,  still  if  as  a  matter  of 
fact  they  did  not  use  the  funds  of  plaintiff  but  only  their  own  in 
the  purchase,  the  plaintiff  cannot  claim  a  trust  in  the  land.  (2 
Spencer's  Equitable  Jurisdiction,  203,  et  aeq.  and  cases  cited ;  Taj/- 
lor  V.  Plummer^  3  Miss.  674 ;  Spencer's  Eq.  Jur.  205 ;  15  Vesey, 
517 ;  Levison  on  Trusts,  205 ;  Lamas  v.  Baily^  2  Ver.  627  ;  Lane 
V.  Bightan,  1  Ambler,  413 ;  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §  1210 ;  Dart  on 
Vend.  &  Pur.  441 ;  Robles  y.  Clarke,  25  Cal.  326.)  Haas  &  Co. 
were  under  no  legal  obligation  to  invest  plaintiff's  money  in  this 
land.  If  there  was  any  trust  it  was  an  express  trust,  and  being  in 
parol  void  of  credit. 

m.  The  receipt  of  money  from  the  watches  will  not  raise  the 
trust,  any  more  than  would  the  giving  of  a  note  to  the  alleged  trustee 
for  the  purchase  money,  which  note  was  afterwards  paid.  (2  Story's 
Eq.  Juris.  §  1201,  a.) 

IV.  K  there  was  a  resulting  trust  it  resulted  to  M.  M.  Fred- 
erick and  not  to  plaintiff.  If  so,  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  this 
action  without  a  written  assignment  of  the  trust  from  his  brother. 
(^Stafford  v.  Licky  13  Cal.  242 ;  Dupount  v.  Wertheman,  10  Cal. 
367  ;  Johnston  v.  Wright,  6  Cal.  375 ;  Washburn  v.  Allen,  5  Cal. 
464 ;  Fisher  v.  Salnum,  1  Cal.  414 ;  Mudgett  v.  Day,  12  Cal. 
140 ;  Padgett  v.  Lawrence,  10  Paige's  Ch.  170 ;  Batsford  v.  Burr, 
2  Johns.  Ch.  414 ;  Shelton  v.  Sheltm,  Ibid,  408 ;  5  Johns.  Eq.,  N. 
C,  106 ;  Lvnn  v.  Ivers,  7  Ind.,  Porter,  308 ;  Gibson  v.  Foote,  4 
Miss.  729 ;  Kendall  v.  Mann,  11  Allen,  Mass.,  18 ;  Loyed  v. 
Lynch,  28  Penn.  43 ;  Kissler  v.  Kissler,  2  Watts,  323 ;  Rohertr 
son  V.  Robertson,  9  Watts,  34 ;  Sidle  v.  Walters,  5  Watts,  389 ; 
2  Kent's  Com.  438 ;  CoUon  v.  Missing,  1  Maddocks,  176 ;  Allen 
v.  Cowan,  28  Barbour,  N.  Y.,  104.) 

V.  Even  if  the  watches  were  made  a  gift  by  M.  M.  Frederick 
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to  plaintiff,  and  even  if  a  subsequent  acceptance  were  proved,  it 
would  not  be  suiBcient,  for  a  resulting  trust  cannot  arise  by  acts 
subsequent  to  the  purchase.  The  purchase  money  must  have 
belonged  to  plaintiff  at  the  time.  There  is  no  case  where  the 
doctrine  of  relation  has  ever  been  applied  to  resulting  trusts.  And 
it  should  not.  It  would  give  to  the  plaintiff  a  perilous  advantage 
by  taking  his  election  after  a  rise  in  the  value  of  the  property. 

YI.  It  is  admitted  that  Wolfe  had  the  watches;  but  the  point  is 
whether  he  had  them  as  payment  on  this  lot,  or  to  sell  on  commis- 
sion. It  is  certainly  not  shown  by  clear  and  undisputed  evidence 
that  he  had  them  as  payment.  The  weight  of  testimony  on  the 
contrary  is  clearly  in  favor  of  defendants.  Would  it  not  be  a  most 
danc^erous  doctrine  to  allow  the  title  to  real  estate  to  be  diverted 
on  such  a  showing  as  plaintiff  has  made  ?  He  cannot  invoke  the 
principle  that  the  Appellate  Court  will  not  interfere  in  case  of  con- 
flicting evidence,  for  on  authorities  and  principles,  the  very  fact  that 
the  testimony  is  conflicting,  not  clear  and  indisputable,  is  fatal  to 
his  action. 

Tilford  ^  Foster^  for  Respondents. 

I.  The  plaintiff  did  show  by  clear  and  indisputable  evidence 
that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  he  paid  the  whole  or  some  aliquot 
portion  of  the  purchase  money.  He  did,  by  his  agent,  at  the  time 
the  agreement  was  made  to  purchase  together,  pay  one  hundred 
and  seventy-five  dollars  to  the  defendants  a^  a  part  payment  on  his 
part  of  the  lot,  and  gave  them  property  of  the  value  of  the  balance 
due,  to  be  sold  and  applied,  which  was  afterwards  sold  by  them  for 
that  amount.  This  was  before  the  purchase  was  completed ;  no 
deed  had  yet  been  executed,  and\intil  the  deed  was  executed  no 
purchase  can  be  said  to  have  been  made.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the 
purchase  was  made  by  plaintiff,  and  Wolfe  was  let  in  afterwards, 
and  therefore,  when  the  agreement  was  made  between  plaintiff  and 
defendants  it  was  that  defendants  should  take  one-half  off  plaintiff's 
hands.  In  this  view  it  would  make  no  difference  if  the  money  had 
not  been  paid  till  long  afterwards,  or  till  the  deed  from  Stowe  was 
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executed.     The  cases  cited  by  appellants  are  founded  on  facts  dif- 
ferent from  those  presented  here. 

n.  Suppose  the  lot  had  become  valueless,  and  Frederick  had 
commenced  suit  to  recover  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars, 
could  Haas  &  Go.  not  have  held  that  sum  as  a  payment  on  that 
lot  ?  It  would  have  been  a  good  defense,  that  when  they  received 
such  sum  it  was  to  become  a  part  payment  on  Stowe's  debt  to  them. 
It  was  not  intended  by  the  parties  that  any  of  this  identical  money 
riiould  go  to  Stowe,  but  it  was  pud  and  received  as  so  much  money 
on  the  Stowe  debt,  and  the  lot  was  the  consideration.  In  the  case 
supposed,  they  would  claim  that  it  operated  as  a  credit  to  Stowe  at 
the  time  of  the  payment.  Though  it  is  insisted  that  the  whole  of 
the  money  paid  was  that  of  Haas  &  Co.,  we  think  they  had 
received  our  money,  which  amounted  to  the  payment  of  Stowe's 
debt,  and  that  in  law  it  is  the  same  as  if  so  many  twenty-dollar 
pieces  belonging  to  glaintiff  had  been  paid  to  Stowe.  (RohleB  v. 
Clark,  25  Cal.  827.:) 

in.  Was  there  any  trust  created  to  M.  M.  Frederick,  and  not 
to  plaintiff?  In  the  cases  cited  on  this  point  by  appellants,  the 
authority  to  perform  the  act  was  questioned  by  the  principal. 
Here,  the  principal  has  accepted  and  ratified  the  acts  of  the  agent, 
and  is  now  endeavoring  to  compel  a  performance  of  the  contract 
made  by  his  agent.  The  pliuntiff  having  acquiesced  in  and  ratified 
the  acts  of  M.  M.  Frederick,  that  makes  at  least  an  implied  agency^ 
which  is  sufficient  for  our  purpose.  (Story  on  Agency,  Sees.  45, 
46,  and  54,  and  cases  cited.)  The  acts  of  the  agent  are  the  acts 
of  the  principal  so  long  as  he  recognizes  them.  The  most  that 
could  be  said  is,  that  there  was  an  advance  by  the  agent ;  and  act- 
ing as  such  he  had  the  right  to  make  such  advance,  perhaps  having 
other  fiinds  belonging  to  his  principal  in  his  hands.  There  being 
no  proof  as  to  whom  the  watches  belonged  to,  the  presumption 
is  no  stronger  that  the  watches  belonged  to  the  agent,  than  if  he 
had  paid  coin  that  it  belonged  to  him. 

IV .  It  is  contended  that  there  was  a  parol  agreement  shown  by 
pltuntiff,  if  anything  was  proven,  to  purchase  the  land  in  the  name 

26 


894  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  [Jan., 


Frederick  «.  Haas. 


of  defendants,  which  agreement  created  an  '^  express  trust,"  and 
was  therefore  void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Our  statute  is  a 
copy  of  the  Galifomia  statute.  In  Boyles  y.  BcuOer  (22  Cal. 
578)  that  point  was  directly  passed  upon,  and  it  was  held  that  such 
agreement  did  not  make  an  express  trust,  as  distinguished  from  one 
implied  by  law. 

By  the  Court,  Lewis,  C.  J. : 

There  can  be  but  little,  if  any,  difference  of  opinion  upon  the 
abstract  legal  propositions  discussed  by  couns^sl  for  appellants  in 
this  case.  The  difBculty,  if  any  exist,  is  in  determining  whether  the 
case  at  bar  comes  within  the  rules  announced  as  the  law.  When 
an  estate  is  purchased  in  the  name  of  one  person,  and  the  consid- 
eration money  is  paid  at  the  time  by  another,  that  there  is  a  result- 
ing trust  in  favor  of  the  latter  is  a  principle  of  equity  jurisprudence 
than  which  none  is  more  thoroughly  settled ;  and  the  diflSculty  in 
cases  of  this  kind  does  not  arise  from  any  lyicertainty  respectuig 
the  principle  itself,  but  rather  from  the  failure  on  the  part  of  the 
cestui  que  tru»t  to  produce  evidence  satisfactory  and  sufficient  to 
establish  the  fact  that  the  consideration  was  in  fact  furnished  by 
him.  All  the  Courts  require  this  to  be  clearly  established.  In 
this  we  agree  with  counsel ;  and  furthermore,  it  must  be  admitted 
that  the  consideration  must  be  shown  to  have  been  advanced  at  the 
time  the  title  was  acquired,  so  that  the  trust  must  be  created  at  the 
very  time  the  title  passes — ^no  subsequent  transaction  being  allowed 
to  impress  the  character  of  a  trust  estate  upon  that  which  was  abso- 
lute in  the  purchaser  at  the  time  it  was  acquired.  But  when  these 
facts  are  clearly  established  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  a  trust  will 
be  raised. 

Thus  it  only  remains  to  determine  whether  the  evidence  brings 
this  case  within  the  rule.  We  think  it  does.  M.  M.  Frederick, 
the  plaintiff's  agent,  testifies  that  he  wanted  to  buy  the  lot  in  ques- 
tion for  his  brother ;  and  as  he  did  not  know  the  owner,  he  desired 
Wolfe,  who  was  one  of  the  firm  of  Haas  &  Co.,  to  assist  in  finding 
him ;  this  he  did.  When  Stowe,  the  owner,  was  found,  Wolfe  said : 
"  I  wish  to  buy  that  lot  of  you."  Stowe  s«dd :  "  I  have  promised 
it  to  somebody  else."    Wolfe  replied :  "  I  would  like  to  get  it " ; 
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and  Stowe  answered :  ^*  You  can  have  it  for  five  hundred  dollars." 
[Then  Wolfe  tamed  to  me  and  said :  ^^  I  have  bought  it  for  you 
for  five  hundred  dollars."]  After  leaidng  Stowe,  Wolfe  said  to 
Frederick  that  Haas  &  Co.  would  fike  to  go  into  the  speculation — 
that  Stowe  owed  them  some  money,  and  they  would  take  half  of  it. 
I  told  him  I  was  buying  the  lots  for  H.  S.  Eisler  and  for  my 
brother,  and  he  might  take  the  place  of  Eisler  in  the  purchase  of 
the  lot.  Then  he  goes  on  to  say  ^'  that  a  week  after  this  he  went 
to  the  store  of  Haas  k  Co.,^and  enquired  of  Wolfe  if  he  had  re- 
ceived a  deed  of  Stowe,  who  answered  that  he  had  not."  ['^  I  gave 
him  a  gold  watch  at  one  hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars,  which  he 
agreed  to  and  did  take  as  a  payment  of  that  amount  on  the  lot, 
leaving  a  balance  of  seventy-five  dollars  to  be  paid  for  my  one-half. 
Then  I  told  him  to  take  some  silver  watches  to  the  amount  of  sev- 
enty-five dollars.  He  took  these  watches  to  sell.  I  was  short  of 
money,  and  therefore  did  not  pay  him  money,  but  gave  him  the 
watches.  I  gave  him  the  silver  watches,  and  told  him  if  he  did  not 
sell  them  for  seventy-five  dollars,  I  would  send  him  a  check  for  the 
amount  when  he  executed  a  deed  to  my  brother."]  Again  he  says : 
^  In  March  (four  months  after  the  purchase)  I  saw  the  defendant 
Wolfe ;  went  into  the  store  in  Treasure  City,  and  there  saw  Wolfe 
and  one  Leweson.  Wolfe  sidd :  ^^  What  will  you  take  for  your 
interest  in  the  Stowe  lot  ?  "  No  direct  answer  was  made  to  the 
question.  The  following  day  it  appears  Wolfe  positively  refused  to 
make  a  deed  to  the  plaintiff,  which  appears  to  be  the  first  time  that 
his  interest  was  denied,  although  Frederick  and  his  attorney  both 
testify  that  a  deed  had  frequently  been  demanded  prior  to  that 
time. 

The  witness  Foster,  who  was  the  attorney  for  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff,  testified:  ^^ About  the  tenth  day  of  November  I  met  Fred- 
erick in  the  street,  in  front  of  Haas  k  Co's  store.  He  asked  me  to 
come  in  the  store  and  draw  a  deed  for  him ;  he  then  introduced  me 
to  Wolfe,  and  said  to  him,  this  is  an  old  friend  of  mine  and  has  been 
my  attorney.  I  want  him  to  draw  that  deed  for  me  for  the  Stowe 
lot.  He,  Wolfe,  replied  that  he  had  not  yet  received  the  deed  from 
Stowe."  *  *  ^^  It  was  then  agreed  that  as  soon  as  Haas  k  Co. 
got  the  deed  from  Stowe,  that  I  was  to  draw  the  deed  firom  Haas 
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k  Go.  to  Frederick.  Thej  then  commenced  talking  about  watches. 
I  understood  them  to  say  that  Frederick  owed  seventy-five  dol- 
lars— though  I  would  not  be  certidn  as  to  the  amount.  He  had 
sold  one  watch  to  Wolfe  which  I  understood  was  to  be  a  credit  on 
the  lot ;  and  also  spoke  of  other  watches  to  be  left  with  them  for 
sale.  Frederick  told  Wolfe  that  if  those  watches  were  not  sold 
when  he  received  the  deed  firom  Stowe,  to  inform  him  of  it  and  he 
would  send  him  a  check  for  the  balance  due  on  the  lot."  He  then 
testifies  that  he  received  several  let^rs  from  Frederick  desiring 
him  to  get  the  deed  firom  Haas  k  Co.,  and  that  he  demanded  it ; 
but  thej  continued  to  make  excuses  and  did  not  execute  it.  At 
one  time  when  he  demanded  it,  Wolfe  said  to  him  that  he  thought 
it  better  to  keep  the  title  in  the  name  of  Haas  &  Co.,  as  the  prop- 
erty was  coming  up,  and  he  could  sell  it  if  an  opportunity  offered 
without  waiting  to  get  a  deed  from  Frederick ;  and  again,  he  said 
he  would  make  it  all  right  when  Frederick  returned.  And  in  the 
month  of  December  he  testifies  that  he  and  Wolfe  agreed  to  have 
some  work  done  on  the  premises  preparatory  to  fencing. 

Another  witness,  D.  M.  Foster,  testified  that  he  heard  Wolfe  say 
he  had  bought  another  lot  on  speculation  with  Frederick,  designating 
it  as  the  Stowe  lot. 

One  Pray  also  testified  that  Wolfe  employed  him  to  do  some 
work  on  the  premises  in  question — ^who  spoke  of  it  at  the  time  as 
the  Frederick  lot.  The  bill  for  the  work  so  done  was  afterwards 
presented  to  Frederick,  and  he  paid  it. 

This  is  substantially  the  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff;  and 
it  must  be  admitted  that  it  carries  conviction  with  it,  to  the  extent 
at  least  that  Frederick  has  given  a  truthful  history  of  the  transac- 
tion. That  he  had  an  interest  in  the  lot  is  a  fact  corroborated  by 
the  attorney,  J.  C.  Foster,  who  relates  conversations  between  Fred- 
erick and  Wolfe  respecting  the  matter,  which  are  full  of  admissions 
of  such  interest ;  and  also  conversations  between  himself  and  Wolfe 
in  which  the  adnussion  ia  agidn  made,  and  the  frequent  demand  of 
a  deed  for  the  interest  of  Frederick  with  no  denial  of  such  interest, 
but  rather  a  confession  of  it  in  the  excuses  given  for  not  executing 
it.  And  again,  the  direct  admission  of  Wolfe  testified  to  by  the  other 
witness,  (Foster)  that  the  purchase  was  made  by  Frederick  and  him- 
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self,  and  the  payment  of  Pray,  by  Frederick,  for  work  done  on  it  at 
the  request  of  Wolfe,  are  facts  all  strongly  corroborating  the  testi« 
mony  of  Frederick,  and  establish  the  truth  of  his  evidence  beyond 
any  reasonable  doubt.  All  this  testimony,  it  is  true,  is  flatly  contra- 
dieted  by  Wolfe.  The  jury,  however,  found  against  him,  and  were 
justified  in  doing  so  upon  the  clear  weight  of  evidence.  These 
facts  must  then  be  accepted  as  proven  in  the  case :  That  Haas  & 
Go.  and  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  Stowe  to  purchase  the  premises 
for  five  hundred  dollars,  each  to  have  an  undivided  half;  and  that 
Wolfe  accepted  from  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  a  gold  watch  in  lieu 
of  one  hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars  of  the  purchase  money ; 
and  also  took  and  agreed  to  sell  other  watches  for  the  purpose  of 
making  up  the  balance ;  that  this  balance  was  realized  by  the  sale 
of  ihe  watches  is  not  disputed,  but  it  is  not  shown  when  they  were 
sold.  However,  it  is  argued  that  the  evidence  does  not  show  that 
the  plaintiff's  money  or  property  formed  any  part  of  the  considera- 
tion paid  to  Stowe ;  that  the  watches  were  not  delivered  until  after 
Stowe  had  been  paid  by  Haas  &  Go.  If  this  be  true,  clearly  the 
plaintiff  should  not  recover,  for  this  is  undoubtedly  the  essential  fact 
to  be  proved — without  proof  of  which  the  trust  is  not  established. 
But  we  find  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  warrant  the  conclusion  thus 
relied  on  by  counsel. 

True,  it  is  shown  that  Stowe  was  indebted  to  Haas  k  Go.,  and 
that  they  did  not  intend  to  pay  him  any  money  for  their  interest ; 
but  it  is  not  shown  that  he  was  indebted  to  them  in  the  full  sum  of 
five  hundred  dollars,  and  that  they  simply  gave  him  credit  for  the 
full  sum.  It  cannot  be  presumed,  without  evidence,  that  Haas  k 
Go.  thus  made  themselves  the  creditors  of  Frederick  without  his 
request.  Indeed,  we  have  been  unable  to  find  any  pretense  of  any 
such  thing  in  the  evidence,  nor  any  warrant  for  presuming  that  such 
was  the  case.  It  is  a  fact  the  watches  were  not  given  to  Haas  k 
Go.  until  about  a  week  after  the  contract  of  purchase  with  Stowe  ; 
but  it  is  not  pretended  by  any  of  the  witnesses  that  any  payment 
was  made,  nor  any  credit  given  to  Stowe  on  the  books  of  Haas  k 
Go.  before  the  deed  was  executed,  nor  that  there  was  any  agree- 
ment to  do  so.  While  on  the  other  hand,  it  appears  that  the  gold 
watch  was  sold  to  Wolfe  for  one  hundred  and  seventy-five  dollai'S, 
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he  to  accept  it  as  so  miich  towards  the  payment  of  the  lot,  and  the 
balance  was  to  be  paid  by  money  which  might  be  realized  from  iiie 
sale  of  other  watches.  Thus  tiie  watches  were  given  to  Wolfe  as 
payment  for  the  lot,  payment  not  made  to  Wolfe  for  the  lot,  bat 
given  to  him  as  Ihe  money  which  was  to  be  given  to  Stowe.  It 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  claimed  on  the  trial  that  they  were 
given  to  reimburse  Haas  k  Co.  for  payment  made  by  tiiem  for  the 
plaintiff. 

As  we  understand  the  testimony,  the  gold  watch  was  sold  to 
Wolfe.  He,  instead  of  paymg  its  price  to  Frederick,  was  to  pay 
it  to  Stowe ;  while  the  silver  watches  were  lefb  with  the  firm  to  sell, 
whereby  they  expected  to  realize  the  balance  of  the  two  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars.  And  as  it  was  agreed  if  they  were  not  sold  when 
Stowe  made  the  deed,  he,  Frederick,  would  forward  the  money; 
and  nothing  further  appearing,  it  must  be  presumed  they  were  sold 
before  the  deed  was  executed.  That  this  took  place  before  <the 
deed  was  executed  is  undisputed ;  it  must  then,  nothing  appearing 
to  the  contnuy,  be  presumed  that  the  consideration  was  paid  at  the 
time, the  deed  was  executed,  and  at  that  time  the  plamtiff 's  prop- 
erty or  money  was  in  the  hands  of  Haas  &  Go.  to  be  employed  as 
a  payment  to  Stowe  for  his  interest  in  the  lot.  The  consideration 
money  (for  we  must  so  consider  the  watches)  from  the  plaintiff 
being  thus  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants  at  the  time  they  acquired 
the  titie,  and  taken  by  them  to  be  used  in  securing  title  for  tiie 
plaintiff,  it  must  be  concluded  that  it  was  employed  in  accordance 
with  the  mutual  understanding  of  the  parties.  It  is  certainly 
enough  for  the  cestui  que  trust  to  show  an  agreement  on  the  part 
of  the  trustee  to  purchase,  and  that  the  money  was  furnished  to 
him  before  he  acquired  the  title.  In  a  great  majority  of  cases,  this 
is  the  only  method  whereby  it  can  be  proven  that  the  consideration 
is  furnished  by  the  cestui  que  trust — Whence,  when  proven,  it  should 
be  considered  prima  fade  sufficient,  if  not  disproven  by  the  trustee. 
We  must  presume,  then,  that  the  plaintiff's  property  or  money  con- 
stituted the  consideration  for  one-half  of  the  lot. 

M.  M.  Frederick,  who  was  the  person  engaged  in  the  transaction, 
testifies  that  he  acted  as  the  agent  of  his  brother,  the  plaintiff,  in 
making  the  purchase  of  the  lot.    There  is  nothing  in  the  record 
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opposed  to  this  testimony ;  it  must,  therefore,  be  accepted  as  an 
established  fact.  No  power  of  attorney  was  necessary  to  authorize 
such  act.  The  plaintiff  ratifies  it  by  the  bringing  of  this  action,  if 
not  before.  It  can  make  no  difference,  therefore,  whether  the 
watches  given  to  Wolfe  belonged  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent.  If 
to  the  agent,  then  he  must  be  deemed  to  have  given  them  for  the 
benefit  of  his  principal,  which  could  properly  be  done,  and  such 
being  his  intention  the  watches  and  the  money  realized  from  them 
legally  belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  The  case  is  precisely  the  same  as 
if  the  agent  had  advanced  his  own  money  for  the  benefit  of  his 
principal,  which,  if  he  ratify,  the  transaction  would  become  a  loan 
dating  from  the  time  of  the  advance. 

The  instruction  asked  by  defendant,  that  if  the  watches  belonged 
to  M.  M.  Frederick  the  jury  should  find  for  defendants,  was  there- 
fore properly  refused ;  for  although  they  may  have  belonged  to  him 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  or  deposit  with  Wolfe,  the  evidence  makes 
out  a  loan  of  the  proceeds  of  them  to  the  plaintiff,  and  so  even  if 
the  tide  to  the  watches  were  in  M.  M.  Frederick,  the  plaintiff 
would  still  be  entitled  to  recover. 

The  judgment  of  the  lower  Court  must  be  affirmed. 


THE  STATE  OP  NEVADA  ex  rd.  JOHN  C.  LEWIS  v. 

LEWIS  DORON. 

PowxR  OF  Controller  to  audit  Claims.  It  is  the  right  and  duty  of  the  State 
Controller  to  audit  all  claims  coming  under  the  provisiona  of  the  Act  of  Uarch 
3d,  1869.    (Stats.  1869,  168.) 

Prssumptions  in  Fator  or  Statutes*  Every  statute  is  to  be  upheld,  unless 
plainly  and  without  reasonable  doubt  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution. 

Ordinart  Sense  and  Import  of  Words.  The  Constitution  is  to  be  construed 
in  the  ordinary  sense  and  usage  of  language,  literally,  unless  some  apparent 
^  absurdity,  or  obvious  and  manifest  violation  of  the  sense  of  the  instrument,  or 
unmistakable  intent  of  its  framers,  forbids. 

Constitutional  Duties  of  Controller.  The  official  name  of  **  State  Controller," 
as  used  in  the  Constitution,  Implies  recognized  duties  appurtenant  thereto,  and 
means  a  supervising  officer  of  revenue — among  whose  duUes  is  the  final  audit- 
ing and  settling  of  all  claims  against  the  State. 
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DxBATES  or  CoifSTiTUTiONAL  CovYENTiox.  Id  the  examination  of  constitutional 
queBtions,  the  debates  of  the  constitutional  convention  may  be  consulted,  as 
throwing  light  upon  the  subject;  but  thej  are  not  authoritative  nor  of  any 
binding  effect — ^it  having  been  the  text  only  that  was  adopted. 

CoNBTiTUTioNAL  CoNSTBrcTiON.  In  coustruing  a  Constitution,  the  thing  to  be 
sought  is  the  thought  expressed. 

ExAMiNiMO  Powers  or  Examikxrs  and  Controllxr.  As  the  Constitution  pro- 
vides that  "no  claims  against  the  State  (except  salaries  or  compensation  of 
officers,  fixed  by  law)  shall  be  passed  upon  by  the  Legislature,  without  having 
been  considered  and  acted  upon  by  said  Board  of  Examiners,^'  (Const.,  Art. 
y,  Sec.  21)  it  follows  that  the  constitutional  power  of  the  Controller  to  examine 
such  claims  must  be  exercised,  subject  to  such  examination  by  the  Examiners. 

Ezamimxno  Powxrb  only  Advisory  to  the  Leoislaturk.  The  examining  pow- 
ers of  the  Board  of  Examiners  and  of  the  Controller  are,  with  reference  to  the 
Legislature,  only  advisory. 

CoNCURRBNOR  or  EXAMINERS  AND  CONTROLLER.  So  far  as  the  examination  of 
claims  agunst  the  State  is  concerned,  the  Board  of  Examiners  assist  the 
Controller,  acting  concurrentiy ;  but  they  do  not  deprive  him  of  his  constitu- 
tional power  or  any  portion  of  it.  Each  moves  in  a  designated  sphere-^all 
tending  to  the  desired  result :  the  protection  of  the  revenues  of  the  State. 

GoNSTiTunoHALiTY  or  AcT  RELATING  TO  CONTROLLER.  The  Act  of  1869,  relating 
to  the  duties  of  the  Controller,  (Stats.  1869,  168)  which  provides  for  the  audit- 
ing of  claims  by  him  after  they  shall  have  been  passed  on  by  the  Board  of 
Examiners,  etc.,  neither  takes  anything  away  from  the  constitutional  powers  of 
the  Board  of  Examiners,  nor  adds  anything  to  those  of  the  Controller,  and  is 
not  unconstitutional. 

Claim  allowed  by  Examiners  to  be  presented  to  Controller.  Where  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  State  Printing  Commissioners  had  a  claim  for  his 
services  passed  upon  and  allowed  by  the  Board  of  Examiners,  but  omitted  to 
have  it  audited  by  the  Controller ;  and  the  latter,  for  that  reason,  refused  to 
issue  his  warrant  upon  the  treasury  for  the  amount  so  allowed :  ffdd^  that  it 
was  necessary  to  show  a  presentation  of  the  claim  for  allowance  to  the  Con- 
troller ;  and  that,  without  such  showing,  the  Controller  would  not  be  compelled 
by  mandamtu  to  issue  his  warrant.  . 

This  was  an  original  proceeding  by  petition  for  the  writ  of  man- 
damus in  the  Supreme  Court.  It  was  commenced  on  February 
17th,  1870.  The  relator  sets  forth  his  selection  on  March  lOth, 
1869,  by  the  Controller  and  Secretary  of  State,  as  an  expert  in 
printing  and  a  member  of  the  Board  of  State  Printing  Commission- 
ers ;  that  he  thereupon  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties ; 
that  his  compensation  was  fixed  at  eight  dollars  per  diem ;  that  on 
January  1st,  1870,  he  presented  his  bill  of  nineteen  hundred  and 
sixty  dollars  for  services  to  the  Board  of  Examiners;  that  they 


1870.]  SUPREME  COURT  OP  NEVADA.  401 


Lewis  tr.  Doron. 


allowed  it ;  that  he  then  transooitted  it  to  the  defendant,  the  Con- 
troller of  State,  for  his  action ;  that  an  appropriation  had  been 
made  by  the  Legislature  for  the  payment  of  such  services ;  that 
he  had  demanded  of  the  Controller  to  draw  his  warrant  on  the 
treasury  for  the  sum  so  allowed  by  the  Examiners ;  and  that  the 
defendant  had  refused  and  still  refused  to  do  so. 

To  this  petition  the  defendant  interposed  a  demurrer,  on  the 
ground  that  the  petition  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,  or  to  entitle  petitioner  to  the  relief  demanded. 

A.  0.  EUU^  for  Relator. 

I.  The  Acts  of  March  3d,  1869,  in  relation  to  the  duties  of  the 
Board  of  Examiners  and  of  the  Controller,  (Stats.  1869, 116  and 
158)  are  unconstitutional  and  void.  They  impose  upon  the  Con- 
troller the  same  duties,  and  grant  to  him  the  same  powers,  which 
are  granted  to  and  vested  in  the  Board  of  Examiners,  by  the  Con- 
stitution (Const.,  Art.  V,  Sec.  21 ;  Debates,  161).  A  power 
Tested  in,  or  duty  imposed  upon,  an  officer  by  the  Constitution, 
excludes  by  necessary  implication  any  power  in  the  Le^lature 
to  vest  the  same,  or  concurrent  power  in,  or  to  impose  the  same, 
or  concurrent  duties  upon,  any  other  officer  of  the  State.  (^State 
ex  rd.  Crawford  v.  ffastings,  10  Wis.  625 ;  15  N.  Y.  582 ;  Peo- 
ple V.  Draper,  8  N.  Y.  483 ;   Warner  v.  People,  2  Denio,  275.) 

Where  a  power  is  distinctly  granted,  by  the  Constitution,  to  a 
particular  officer,  or  department  of  the  government,  the  Legislature 
cannot  confer  such  power  upon  some  other  officer  of  the  govern- 
ment. Nor  can  they,  indirectly,  deprive  the  officer  designated  of 
the  full  and  complete  exercise  of  such  power,  by  vesting  a  concur- 
rent power  in  some  other  constitutional  officer,  or  legislative  officer, 
and  throwing  by  statute  such  limitations  and  checks  around  the 
exercise  of  the  power  granted  by  the  Constitution  as  to  render  it 
ineffectual,  thus  defeat  the  plain  intent  of  the  fundamental  law. 
This  would  be  doing  indirectiy  that  which  cannot  be  done  directiy. 

n.  That  the  constitutional  power  of  the  Board  of  Examiners 
has  been  trenched  upon — ^nay,  that  the  Board  has  been  absolutely 
deprived  of  its  constitutional  power,  in  certam  cases,  by  the  Act  of 
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1869,  is  too  plun  for  argument.  The  Act  confers  upon  the  Oon- 
troller  all  the  powers  which  the  Gonstitation  confers  npon  the  Board 
of  Examiners,  and  provides  that  any  examination  they  (the  Board) 
may  make  of  claims  against  ike  State,  which  have  been  authorized 
by  law,  and  for  the  payment  of  which  an  appropriation  has  been 
made,  and  any  action  tliey  may  take  as  such  Board,  shall  be  of  no 
eflfect,  until  the  same  has  been  reviewed  and  approved  by  some 
other  person,  to  wit :  the  Controller. 

When  the  Constitution-makers  said  that  the  Board  of  Examiners 
should  have  power  to  examine  all  ckums  against  the  State,  except 
salaries  or  compensation  of  officers  fixed  by  law,  they  intended,  in 
effect,  to  make  it  an  Auditmg  Board;  they  intended  that  such 
Board,  by  the  power  conveyed  in  this  clause  of  the  section,  should 
take  action  upon  all  claims  against  the  State,  (save  the  exceptions 
mentioned);  that  is  to  say,  they  should  have  the  power  to  allow,  or 
reject,  the  class  of  claims  in  this  clause  referred  to.  Clearly,  they 
have  the  power  to  examine,  and — nothing  in  the  Constitution  to  the 
contraiy — ^the  sole  power  to  examine  clums  and  accounts  against 
the  State,  except  such  as,  by  the  independent  succeeding  clansey 
have  to  be  acted  upon  by  the  Legislature,  before  final  payment. 
In  other  words,  they  have  the  sole  power  to  examine  all  clatms 
which  the  Le^lature  have  authorized  to  be  made  against  the 
State,  for  any  given  thing,  and  for  the  payment  of  which  an  appro- 
priation has  been  made. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  they  have  the  express  constitutional 
power,  and  the  sole  constitutional  power,  to  examine  all  claims,  but 
that  th^  Constitution  does  not  grant  them  any  power  to  allow  or 
reject  any  claim :  therefore,  they  cannot  allow  or  reject  any  claim, 
which  has  been  provided  for  by  law,  unless  specially  authorized  so 
to  do  by  the  Le^lature ;  and  all  power  in  this  respect  being  in  the 
Legislature,  it  may  impose  such  limitations  and  restrictions  upon 
the  Board,  and  make  its  action  subject  to  the  will  or  caprice  of 
some  other  legislative  or  constitutional  officer  or  person. 

We  insist  upon  the  more  natural  and  more  sensible  construction — 
the  one  more  in  consonance  with  law  and  sound  reason :  that  when 
anything  is  granted,  all  the  means  to  attain  it,  and  all  the  fimits 
and  efiects  of  it,  are  granted  also,  and  shall  pass  inclusive,  together 
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with  the  thing,  by  the  grant  of  the  thing  itself.     (Broom's  Legal 
MazimSy  427.) 

lU.  Again :  By  this  Act  the  Legislature  has  provided  that  un- 
less the  Board  act  within  thirty  days  after  the  presentation  of  any 
claim,  the  claim  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Controller,  for  his  final 
action  in  the  premises ;  and  that  after  the  lapse  of  thirty  days,  and 
such  transmission  to  the  Controller,  the  Board  of  Examiners  shall 
have  no  jurisdiction  of  such  account.  It  is  plain  that  in  many 
cases  of  claims  against  the  State,  from  the  difSculty  of  procuring 
testimony,  it  would  be  impossible  for  such  Board  to  act  at  all  within 
thirty  days ;  in  which  event  they  would  be  totally  deprived  of  the 
power  to  examine  such  claim,  and  for  this  reason  also  the  Act  is 
unconstitutional. 

IV.  In  the  event  the  Court  should  believe  that  relator's  claim 
is  exempt  from  the  provisions  of  the  Acts  in  relation  to  the  Board 
of  Examiners,  the  Controller  should  still  draw  his  warrant,  for  the 
reason  that  relator  is  an  officer,  whose  compensation  has  been  fixed 
in  accordance  with  law ;  and  nothing  is  left  to  be  ascertained  but 
the  time  of  service.  The  law  fixes  this ;  and  the  Controller  has  no 
more  power  over  it,  than  he  has  over  the  compensation  or  salary  of 
any  constitutional  officer. 

y .  Under  our  Constitution  the  Board  of  Examiners  are  ex  officio 
Auditors ;  and  it  is  their  exclusive  right  and  duty  to  ascertam  and 
fix  the  amount  of  all  claims  against  the  State,  except  salaries  or 
compensation  of  officers  fixed  by  law.  The  duties  of  Controller, 
from  the  character  of  his  office,  are  totally  diffisrent  from  those  of 
an  Auditor.  (Burrill's  Law  Die,  titles  Auditor  and  Controller ; 
Webster's  Die,  words  "Auditor  and  Controller" ;  16  Cal.  68.) 

R.  S.  Mesick  and  J.  Sedy^  for  Defendant. 

I.  The  petition  ought  to  show  that  the  claim  of  the  relator  "was 
based  upon  such  facts  as  to  make  it  appear  to  be  just  and  valid 
against  the  State.  As  ground  for  this  writ,  he  has  undertaken  by 
his  petition  to  show  not  only  an  act  of  the  Board  of  Examiners  in 
his  &vor,  but  also  the  basis  of  his  claim  presented  to  the  Board. 
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But  the  petition  does  not  show,  in  terms,  that  the  Board  eyer  did 
examine  the  clum,  or  that  the  relator  ever  performed  a  single  day's 
service  as  expert  in  printing,  for  which  he  claims  a  per  diem  com- 
pensation. Assuming  that  its  allowance  by  the  Board  might,  in 
some  cases,  rcdse  such  a  presumption  of  merit  in  a  claim  as  to 
justify  the  Courts  in  ordering  its  payment  by  the  State  officers, 
upon  the  bare  showing  of  the  fact  of  such  allowance,  still,  whenever 
the  claimant  in  his  petition  does  not  rely  upon  that  fact  alone,  but 
enters  into  a  showing  of  the  ground  of  his  claim,  he  must  show 
enough  to  make  the  claim  appear  just  and  legal  for  the  amount 
claimed.  Or  in  other  words,  in  such  a  case  the  Court  should  pre- 
sume that  the  omission  to  state  facts  necessary  to  make  the  clsdm 
appear  meritorious  is  on  account  of  the  non-existence  of  those  facts. 
The  omission  in  this  case  to  show  the  number  of  days,  or  any  period, 
of  service  by  the  relator  as  printing  expert,  we  contend,  justifies 
the  Court  in  withholding  the  peremptory  writ  demanded,  on  the 
face  of  the  petition  itself. 

n.  '^  Power  to  examine  all  claims  against  the  State,"  etc.,  given 
to  the  Board  of  Examiners,  is  not  to  be  considered  as  prohibitory 
of  any  investigation,  on  the  part  of  anybody  else  intrusted  by  the 
Constitution  or  the  Le^lature  with  control  over  or  care  of  the 
moneys  of  the  State.  The  language  of  the  section  of  the  Consti- 
tution referred  to  shows  that  the  legislative  action  upon  such  claims 
may  be  had,  and  is  contemplated  by  the  Constitution.  And  such 
legislative  action  must  be  considered  either  as  in  review  of  the  action 
of  the  Board,  or  as  the  supplement  of  the  action  of  the  Board  neces- 
sary to  a  conclusive  decision. 

The  language  of  that  section  of  the  Constitution  shows  that  the 
functions  of  the  Board  of  Examiners,  in  reference  to  claims  against 
the  State,  are  to  take  evidence  in  support  of  and  against  such  claims, 
examine  and  report  them,  with  the  testimony  and  its  conclusions,  to 
the  Le^slature  of  the  State,  or  to  some  committee  or  person  directed 
by  the  Le^lature  to  aid  in  maturing  the  matter  of  the  claim  for 
final  rejection  or  payment. 

And  as  the  Legislature  might  constitutionally  require  as  a  con- 
dition of  payment,  that  all  claims  should  be  passed  upon  by  the 
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Legislature  after  ^^  having  been  considered  and  acted  upon  by  the 
*  Board  of  Examiners,  *  **  why  might  it  not,  in  lieu  of  its  own  action, 
direct,  as  is  done  in  the  statute  referred  to,  that  some  financial 
officer  of  the  State,  as  the  Controller,  whose  duties  the  Le^a- 
ture  must  prescribe,  shall  scrutinize  or  look  into  such  claims  as  a 
condition  of  their  payment,  without  being  ^^  passed  upon  by  the 
Legislature  ?  " 

m.  The  drawing  of  warrants  is  not  an  act  directed  by  the 
Constitution  to  be  done.  It  is  a  pure  legislative  direction.  Some 
other  mode  than  by  a  Controller's  warrant  might  have  been  pro- 
vided by  the  Le^lature  for  drawing  money  out  of  the  State  treas- 
ury. But  as  it  is,  the  drawing  of  Controller's  warrants  is  so  far 
under  the  control  of  the  Legislature,  that  that  body  is  fully  com- 
petent to  prescribe  any  reasonable  conditions  looking  toward  the 
safety  of  the  State  funds,  upon  which  the  Controller  may  issue  his 
warrants.  If  the  Le^lature  can  require  all  claims  to  be  passed 
upon  by  itself  before  payment,  it  certainly  can  provide  that  the 
Controller  shall  not  draw  his  warrant  simply  upon  the  action  of  the 
Board  of  Examiners.  And  if  the  Le^lature  has  waived  its  action 
upon  the  claim  of  the  relator,  and  authorized  a  Controller's  warrant 
to  be  drawn  for  the  amount  of  his  claim  notwithstanding  ita  non- 
action, but  upon  the  condition  that  the  Controller  shall  first  pass 
upon  the  right  of  the  relator  to  have  such  warrant,  he  cannot  say 
that  his  claim  shall  not  be  passed  upon  by  either  the  Legislature  or 
Controller.  If  he  will  not  tolerate  the  action  of  the  Controller 
upon  his  claim,  the  Legislature  has  said,  in  effect,  that  he  shall 
have  no  Controller's  warrant,  and  he  is  remitted  to  the  action  of 
the  next  Legislature. 

By  the  Court,  WHiTBiAN,  J. : 

The  relator,  by  his  affidavit,  shows  that  he  is  a  member  of  the 
Board  of  State  Printing  Commissioners  of  the  State  of  Nevada, 
fiUing  the  position  of  Expert  and  Secretary.  That  he  has  been 
allowed  for  his  services  in  such  capacity,  by  the  State  Board  of 
Examiners,  the  sum  of  nineteen  hundred  and  sixty  dollars.  That 
such  allowance  has  been  reported  by  the  Board  to  defendant,  the 
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State  Controller;  who,  although  requested,  refuses  to  issue  his 
warrant  upon  the  treasury  for  the  amount  allowed. 

A  mandamus  to  compel  such  issuance  is  prayed.  Upon  the  affi- 
davit an  alternative  writ  was  ordered ;  and  defendant  appearing, 
demurs  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit,  upon  the  general  ground 
that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
Several  specifications  are  made ;  but  the  only  one  important  to  be 
considered,  is  that  based  upon  the  neglect  of  relator  to  aver  that 
his  claim  had  either  been  audited  by  the^Controller,  or  that  request 
had  been  made  for  such  action. 

The  point  made  upon  argument,  that  relator's  claim  is  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  salary,  and  therefore  exempt  from  action  either  of  Board 
of  Examiners,  or  Controller,  will  not  be  considered  in  this  opinion, 
for  the  reason  that  the  affidavit  charges  no  breach  of  duty  by 
defendant,  based  upon  any  such  hypothesis. 

The  position  taken  by  defendant  is,  that,  as  Controller,  it  is  his 
right  and  duty  to  audit  all  claims  coming  under  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  entitled  "  An  Act  to  amend  an  Act  entitled  ^  An  Act 
definmg  the  Duties  of  the  State  Controller,'  approved  February 
24th,  1866,"  passed  March  3d,  1869.    This  Act  is  as  follows : 

^<  Section  1.  Section  five  of  the  above  entitled  Act  is  hereby 
amended,  so  as  to  read  as  follows :  Section  five.  He  shall  audit 
all  claims  against  the  State  for  the  payment  of  which  an  appropri- 
ation has  been  made,  but  of  which  the  amount  has  not  been 
definitely  fixed  by  law,  and  which  shall  have  been  examined  and 
passed  upon  by  the  Board  of  Examiners,  or  which  shall  have  been 
presented  to  said  Board,  and  not  examined  and  passed  upon  by 
them  with  [in]  thirty  days  from  their  presentation;  and  he  shall 
allow  of  said  last  mentioned  claims,  (not  passed  upon  by  the  Board 
of  Examiners  within  said  thirty  days  after  after  presentation)  the 
whole,  or  such  portion  thereof  as  he  shall  deem  just  and  legal ;  and 
of  claims  examined  and  passed  upon  by  the  Board  of  Examiners, 
such  an  amount  as  he  shall  decree  just  and  legal,  not  exceeding  the 
amount  allowed  by  said  Board.  And  no  claun  for  services  rendered 
or  advances  made  to  the  State,  or  any  officer  thereof,  shall  be  audit- 
ed or  allowed,  unless  such  services  or  advancement  shall  have  been 
specially  authorized  by  law,  and  an  appropriation  made  for  its  pay- 


1870.]         SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEVADA.  407 


LewU  V,  Doron. 


xnent.  For  the  purpose  of  satisfying  himself  of  the  justness  and 
legality  of  any  claim,  he  shall  be  allowed  to  ezamme  witnesses 
under  oath,  and  to  receive  and  consider  documentary  evidence  in 
addition  to  that  furnished  him  by  the  Board  of  Examiners.  He 
shall  draw  warrants  on  the  Treasurer  for  such  amounts  as  he  shall 
allow  of  clsdms  of  the  character  above  described,  and  also  for  all 
claims  of  which  the  amount  has  been  definitely  fixed  by  law,  and 
for  the  payment  of  which  an  appropriation  shall  have  been  made." 
(Stats,  1869, 158.) 

Opposing  this  position,  the  relator  contends  that  the  Act  cited  is 
unconstitutional,  for  that  it  attjsmpts  to  take  away  from  the  Board 
of  Examiners  the  power  expressly  conferred  upon  them  by  the 
Constitution,  of  auditing  all  cliums  against  the  State.  It  is  con- 
fessed that  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  have  this  claim  audited  by 
the  Controller,  and  for  the  reason  that,  having  been  allowed  by  the 
Board  of  Examiners,  it  is  in  all  respects  a  liquidated  demand,  enti- 
tled to  payment  without  further  examination,  and  upon  which  a 
warrant  should  presently  issue. 

In  reply,  defendant  says  that  the  power  claimed  for  the  Board 
of  Examiners  is  greater  than  exists  by  virtue  of  the  Constitution ; 
and  that,  by  that  instrument,  he  is  made  the  ultimate  and  final 
auditor  of  all  claims  requiring  such  action. 

The  sections  of  the  Constitution  relied  upon  by  the  parties  are 
as  follows : 

^*  Sec.  19.  A  Secretary  of  State,  a  Treasurer,  a  Controller,  a 
Surveyor  General,  and  an  Attorney  General,  shall  be  elected  at 
the  same  time  and  places,  and  in  the  same  manner,  as  the  Gov- 
ernor. The  term  of  office  of  each  shall  be  the  same  as  is  pre- 
scribed for  the  Governor.  Any  elector  shall  be  eligible  to  either 
of  said  offices. 

"  Sec.  21.  The  Governor,  Secretary  of  State,  and  Attorney- 
General  *  *  *  shall  also  constitute  a  Board  of  Examiners, 
with  power  to  examine  all  cliums  against  the  State,  (except  salaries 
or  compensation  of  officers  fixed  by  law)  and  perform  such  other 
duties  as  may  be  prescribed  by  law.  And  no  claim  agunst  tiie 
State  (except  salaries  or  compensation  of  officers  fixed  by  law) 
shall  be  passed  upon  by  the  Legislature,  without  having  been  con- 
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ffldered  and  acted  upon  by  said  *  Board  of  Exanuners.' "  (Const. 
Art.  V.) 

Premising  that  every  statute  is  to  be  upheld,  unless  plainly  and 
without  reasonable  doubt  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution ;  that  the 
Legislature  has  power  to  pass  any  law,  not  positively  prohibited,  or 
by  clear  implication  forbidden  by  the  Constitution ;  and  that  such 
instrument  is  to  be  construed  in  the  ordinary  sense  and  usage  of 
language — ^literally,  unless  some  apparent  absurdity,  or  obvious  and 
manifest  violation  of  the  sense  of  the  instrument,  or  unmistakable 
intent  of  its  firamers  forbids ;  and  that  it  is  not  allowable  to  inter- 
pret what  has  no  need  of  interpretation :  it  would  seem  that  the 
question  presented  was  of  no  difficult  solution. 

Looking  at  the  section  first  referred  to,  it  will  be  seen  that  an 
officer  called  a  ^^  Controller  "  was  provided  for.  His  duties  are  not 
otherwise  specified,  than  by  the  name  of  his  office ;  and  nothing, 
save  this,  is  anywhere  said  concerning  them  in  the  Constitution — 
except  as  follows : 

^^  Sec.  21.  The  Secretary  of  State,  State  Treasurer,  State 
Controller,  Surveyor-General,  Attorney-General,  and  Superintend- 
ent of  Public  Instruction,  shall  perform  such  other  duties  as  may 
be  prescribed  by  law."     (Const.,  Art.  V.) 

Nor  are  any  duties,  save  in  the  manner  suggested,  prescribed  in 
the  Constitution  for  the  Treasurer  or  Surveyor-General.  Why, 
then,  say  that  they  and  the  Controller  shall  perform  such  other  du- 
ties as  may  be  prescribed  by  law,  if  no  duties  have  been  mentioned  ? 
Evidently,  because  the  official  name  implies  recognized  duties  ap- 
purtenant thereto.  This,  probably,  will  be  undisputed  as  to  the 
first  two  named  officers.  A  littie  examination  will  show  that  it  is 
equally  clear  as  to  the  Controller. 

Upon  review  of  the  Constitution  and  statutes  of  the  difierent 
States  of  this  Union,  it  will  be  found,  that  in  a  large  majority  some 
supervising  officer  of  revenue  is  provided  for — among  whose  duties 
is  the  final  auditing  and  settling  of  all  claims  against  the  State ; 
and  in  all  cases  where  such  distinctive  officer  exists,  he  is  called, 
indifierently,  "  Controller  of  Public  Accounts,"  "Auditor,"  "  Con- 
troller-General," "Auditor-General,"  "Auditor  of  State,"  "Auditor 
of  Public  Accounts,"  or  "  Controller."  For  instance :  m  Alabama, 
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Connecticut,  and  Texas,  he  is  styled  ^^  GontroDer  of  Public  Ac- 
counts "  ;  in  Arkansas,  Indiana,  Kansas,  Minnesota,  and  Ohio,  he 
is  styled  "Auditor  "  ;  in  Georpa,  "  Oontrollep-General " ;  in  Mich- 
igan, " Audito]>Oeneral " ;  in  Iowa,  Missouri,  and  Rhode  Island, 
"Auditor  of  State,"  or  "  State  Auditor  *' ;  in  Illmois,  Kentucky, 
Mississippi,  Oregon,  and  Virginia,  "Auditor  of  Public  Accounts  "  ; 
in  Califorma,  New  York,  and  Nevada,  "  Controller."  This,  then, 
being  the  received  use  in  the  States  of  this  Union  of  these  official 
names,  it  follows  that  the  Constitutional  Convention  of  Nevada  thus 
used  the  term  «  Controller,"  unless  the  instrument  itself  negatives 
such  presumption.     Of  that  hereafter. 

So  far  as  the  sections  touching  the  Controller  are  concerned, 
they  sustain  this  position :  first,  in  naming  the  officer ;  second,  in 
suggesting  other  duties,  when  none  had  before  been  named,  unless 
they  followed  and  attached  to  the  titular  designation  of  such  officer. 

It  is  not  improper  in  this  connecti<yi  to  examine  the  debates  upon 
the  subject,  though  of  course  they  are  not  authoritative,  nor  is  any 
binding  effect  to  be  given  them — as  it  is  the  text  of  the  Constitu- 
tion which  the  people  adopted.  It  appears  that  it  was  proposed  in 
Convention  to  strike  out  the  words  "  State  Controller,"  and  sub- 
stitute "Auditor  of  State,"  in  order  that  there  might  be  no  neces- 
fflty  of  altering  the  territorial  statutes  defining  the  duties  of  the 
office,  and  for  no  other  reason.  Upon  suggestion,  however,  that 
such  difficulty  could  be  obviated  in  the  schedule,  the  motion  was 
lost— every  member  who  spoke  upon  the  question,  however,  agree- 
ing that  the  names  were  synonymous.  (Debates,  613-14.)  Fol- 
lowing the  suggestion  made,  it  was  provided  in  the  schedule  that  * 
*  "  Hie  Territorial  Auditor  shall  continue  to  discharge  the  duties 
of  his  sud  office  until  the  time  appointed  for  the  qualification  of  the 
State  Controller."     (Const.,  Art.  XVII,  Sec.  14.) 

The  relator,  however,  contends  that  the  word  "  Examiners  " 
means  "Auditors ;  and  that  the  powers  incident  to  the  name,  being 
specially  conferred,  are  taken  from  the  Controller.  Admit  the 
proposition  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word,  yet  the  conclusion  does 
not  follow:  for  the  Board  of  Examiners  might  be  Auditors,  and 
still  the  Controller  be,  as  his  name  implies.  Chief  Auditor.  There 
are  Auditors  known  in  the  Federal  Government  and  elsewhere, 
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of  various  grades.  Sat  why  seek  to  interpolate  a  word  into  the 
Constitataon,  or  give  to  a  word  already  there  a  meaning  not  abso- 
lutely clear,  when  by  a  literal  reading  the  varioos  sections  are  hai^ 
monions  ?  In  construing  a  Constitution  the  thing  to  be  sought  is 
the  thought  expressed. 

The  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Nevada  says,  that  *  *  <<  No 
claim  against  the  State  (except  salaries  or  compensation  of  officers 
fixed  by  law)  shall  be  passed  upon  by  the  Leg^lature,  without 
having  been  conoidered  and  acted  upon  by  said  ^  Board  of  Examin- 
ers.' "  Why  7  As  a  restriction  of  locative  power.  It  having 
all  law-making  power  not  taken  away,  could  perhaps  have  entirely 
ignored  the  Board  of  Examiners,  in  absence  of  some  prohibitory 
language — such  was  the  view  under  which  the  clause  quoted  was 
offered.    (Debates,  161.) 

Such  prohibition  was  unnecessary  as  to  the  Controller,  as  he 
possesses  only  such  powers  as  the  Constitution  confers  upon  him — 
therefore,  when  that  instrument  empowers  the  Board  of  Examiners 
to  examine  all  claims,  he  must  exercise  his  power  subject  to  such 
examination.  What  is  this  examination  ?  Confessedly,  by  the  words 
used,  and  as  admitted  by  counsel  on  the  argument  of  this  case,  with 
reference  to  the  Legislature,  only  advisory. 

Why  greater  or  higher  toward  the  Controller  ?  Because,  says 
counsel,  otherwise  there  arises  one  of  two  absurdities :  Either  there 
is  a  Board  with  power  only  to  examine — which  is  a  nugatory,  idle 
matter — or  else,  there  is  a  Controller  with  power  to  allow,  but  no 
power  to  examine. 

As  to  the  first  proposition  be  it  0aid,  that  with  reference  to  the 
Legislature  only  such  idle  and  nugatory  power,  if  such  it  be,  exists ; 
and  it  can  involve  no  more  absurdity  in  one  case  than  in  the  other. 
But  such  power  is  neither  idle  nor  nugatory.  It  may  and  probably 
does  materially  assist  both  the  Legislature  and  Controller.  It 
serves  to  give  a  fuller  airing  and  ventilation  of  claims,  than  might 
or  probably  would  follow  firom  one  examination — and  to  that  extent, 
throws  additional  restraints  and  safeguards  around  the  treasury. 

The  second  objection  has  no  existence,  provided  the  definition  of 
the  word  "  Controller,"  before  given,  be  correct.  The  Board  is 
advisory ;  he  is  chief.    They  assist  in  his  onerous  duties — ^acting 
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concarrently  9  so  far  as  examination  is  concerned :  but  ihoj  do  not 
deprive  him  of  his  constitutional  power,  or  any  portion  of  it.  Each 
moves  in  a  designated  sphere — all  tending  to  the  desired  result:  the 
protection  of  the  revenues  of  the  State. 

It  cannot  witii  propriety  be  claimed  that  an  absurd  meaning 
should  be  given  any  constitutional  clause,  when  such  result  can 
properly  be  escaped — and  here  no  absurdity  arises,  if  words  be 
read  in  their  ordinary  and  usual  sense. 

It  is  argued  that  this  view  deprives  the  Board  of  Examiners  of 
all  power,  and  places  them  in  a  subordinate  position.  By  no  means. 
The  power  granted  is  great  and  useful ;  and  though  its  magnitude 
would  be  increased  by  the  opposite  view,  its  usefulness  would  be 
diminished — as  in  that  case,  the  Board  would  be  tiie  sole  tribunal, 
before  which  claims  against  the  State  would  be  examined :  while, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  investigation  is  double,  consequentiy  more 
searching  and  protective. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  this  Board  is  composed  of  State  offi- 
cers, having  other  high  and  responsible  duties  imposed  and  powers 
given  by  the  Constitution — this  matter  of  examining  claims  being 
only  in  addition  thereto ;  so  if  there  be  any  force  in  the  argument 
that  they  are  rendered  subordinate,  still  such  subordination  is  in 
only  one  particular,  outside  of  the  special  powers  pertaining  to  their 
general  official  position,  and  the  point  taken  would  therefore  seem 
to  have  more  force  as  applied  to  the  Controller,  who,  although 
equally  a  constitutional  officer,  and  naturally,  it  would  be  supposed, 
created  for  some  important  purpose  in  the  State  administration, 
would  be  the  veriest  clerk,  if  it  be  held  that  the  Examiners  are  the 
sole  auditors.  Possibly  such  was  the  intention ;  but  it  would  be 
taking  a  bold  and  rash  step  to  thus  emasculate  the  official  function 
of  a  constitutional  officer  without  the  clearest  expression.  To  do 
so  by  implication  would  be  without  warrant. 

Such  arguments,  however  ingenious,  can  lend  no  aid  to  the 
proper  reading  of  a  Constitution,  save  so  fieur  as  they  may  tend  to 
point  the  thought  sought  to  be  expressed  by  its  framers.  Is  this 
or  any  extraneous  aid  necessary  in  this  case  ?  The  Court  of  Ap- 
peals of  New  York  has  well  stated  the  rule  within  which  this  case 
comes,  saying : 
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'^  Whether  we  are  conaidermg  an  agreement  between  parties,  a 
statute,  or  a  constitution,  with  a  view  to  its  interpretation,  the  thing 
we  are  to  seek  is  the  thought  which  it  expresses.  To  ascertain 
this,  the  first  resort  in  all  cases  is  to  the  natural  signification  of  the 
words  employed,  in  the  order  and  grammatical  arrangement  in 
which  the  framers  of  the  instrument  have  placed  them.  If,  thus 
regarded,  the  words  embody  a  definite  meaning  which  involves  no 
absurdity,  and  no  contradiction  between  different  parts  of  the  same 
writing,  then  that  meaning  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment is  the  one  which  alone  we  are  at  liberty  to  say  was  intended 
to  be  conveyed.  In  such  a  case  there  is  no  room  for  construction. 
That  which  tiie  words  declare  is  the  meaning  of  the  instrument ; 
and  neither  Courts  nor  Legislatures  have  the  right  to  add  or  to 
take  away  from  that  meaning.  This  is  true  of  every  instrument ; 
but  when  we  are  speaking  of  the  most  solemn  and  deliberate  of  all 
human  writings,  those  which  ordain  the  fundamental  law  of  States, 
the  rule  rises  to  a  very  high  degree  of  significance.  It  must  be 
very  plam — nay,  absolutely  certitin — that  the  people  did  not  intend 
what  the  language  they  have  employed,  in  its  natural  signification, 
imports,  before  a  Oourt  will  feel  itself  at  liberty  to  depart  fi*om  the 
plain  reading  of  a  constitutional  provision."  {Newell  v.  The  Peo- 
ple, 8  Seld.  97.) 

'It  is  further  urged  that  the  word  ''  examine,"  if  not  directiy 
expressing,  yet  necessarily  implies  the  power  of  allowance  or  rejec- 
tion which  is  consequently  taken  from  the  Controller.  K  such  be 
the  implication,  still,  pursuing  the  same  tnun  of  reasoning,  and  fol- 
lowing the  same  authority  as  before,  it  is  a  primary  action  subject 
to  the  ultimate  and  final  decision  of  the  Controller.  Whether  the 
word  carries  with  it  the  additional  meaning  as  claimed  or  not,  still, 
as  the  Legislature  has  the  power  to  establish  any  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  obtainmg  a  warrant  on  the  treasury,  so  that  the  Consti- 
tutional power  of  the  Controller  is  not  trenched  upon,  nor  any  con- 
stitutional right  of  a  claimant  infringed,  it  is  perfectly  legitimate  to 
provide  that  the  Board  of  Examiners  shall,  upon  investigation  of 
cliums,  allow  or  reject  the  same — subject,  of  course,  to  the  final 
revision  of  the  Controller.  Such  seems  to  be  the  object  of  the  stat- 
ute under  review.    It  takes  nothing  away  from  the  constitutional 
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power  of  the  Examiners,  and  adds  nothing  to  those  of  the  Con* 
troUer ;  nor  does  it  deprive  a  claimant  of  any  right. 

Such  was  not  the  case  in  the  Wisconsin  Statate,  commented  on 
in  The  State  ex  rd,  Orawford  v.  HastmgB^  (10  Wis.  525)  cited 
by  counsel  for  relator.  The  statute  there  considered  attempted,  at 
least  so  the  Court  thought,  to  virtually  supersede  a  constitutional 
officer  and  deprive  him  of  his  legitimate  authority.  The  reasoning 
of  the  opinion,  however,  applies  with  force  to  the  case  at  bar,  in  the 
view  here  taken. 

By  the  Constitution  of  Wisconsm,  the  Secretary  of  State  was 
made  ^<  ex  officio  Auditor " ;  no  duties  were  prescribed,  but  the 
Court  held  that  this  official  designation  carried  with  it  a  podtive 
delegation  of  powers,  among  which  was  the  auditing  of  all  accounts 
and  demands  against  the  State.  Now  it  has  been  seen  that,  as 
used  in  the  Constitutions  and  statutes  of  the  States  of  this  Union, 
the  words  "  Auditor  "  and  ^^  Controller  "  are  synonymous ;  there- 
fore, upon  the  reasoning  of  the  Court  referred  to,  the  official  desig- 
nation of  Controller,  m  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  of 
its  own  force,  was  a  positive  delegation  of  the  powers  usually  inci- 
dent to  the  office  of  Controller,  Auditor,  Controller-General,  Auditor- 
General,  or  any  of  the  various  names  used  to  designate  a  like  offi- 
cer. It  would  be  violating  the  plunest  rules  of  constitutional  cour 
struction  to  attempt  to  take  away  this  recognized  power,  because, 
in  addition  to  this  superior  officer,  the  framers  of  the  Constitution 
had  provided  a  Board  who  should  ^'  examine "  all  claims  against 
the  State. 

As  has  been  said,  such  proviuon  was  undoubtedly  wise  and  just, 
and  in  strict  harmony  with  the  evident  attempt  pervading  the  entire 
instrument — ^to  guard  the  people's  money.  Using  the  word  ^'  Con- 
troQer,"  a  specific  and  defined  meaning  was  expressed,  comprising 
many  powers,  among  which  is  the  examination  and  allowance  of 
claims  against  the  State. 

In  section  twenty-one,  article  four,  of  the  Constitution,  as  touch- 
ing the  Board  of  Examiners  a  specific  power  is  conferred,  subject 
to  the  higher  authority,  which  could  be  le^timately  amplified  by 
le^Iative  action,  in  any  direction  not  opposed  to  its  nature,  nor 
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sabversive  of  the  pontive  power  delegated  the  Controller  by  virtue 
of  his  official  designation. 

Taming  to  that  portion  of  the  statate  attacked,  which  is  applica- 
ble to  this  case,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  Legislature  provides  that 
the  Controller  "  shall  audit  aU  claims  agsdnst  the  State  for  the  pay- 
ment of  which  an  appropriation  has  been  made,  but  of  which  the 
amount  has  not  been  definitely  fixed  by  law,  and  which  shall  have 
been  examined  and  passed  upon  by  the  Board  of  Examiners" 
«  «  «  •  «^  rjijjjg  enactment  is  not  in  violation  of  the  Consti- 
tution,  but,  as  has  been  seen,  strictly  in  conformity  therewith. 

As  the  relator  has  &iled  to  state  a  compliance  with  the  portion 
of  the  law  last  quoted,  he  has  consequently  fiuled  to  state  a  suffi- 
cient cause  of  action,  and  therefore  the  demurrer  is  well  taken.  It 
was  understood,  upon  the  argument,  that  the  relator  could  not 
amend  in  this  regard ;  but  to  save  all  question,  he  will  be  allowed 
tame. 

The  order  of  the  Court  is  that  the  demurrer  be  sustamed,  with 
leave  to  relator  to  amend  within  ten  days. 

Let  it  be  so  entered. 
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THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA,  Appbllaht,  v.  THE  YELLOW 
JACKET  SILVER  MINING  COMPANY,  Rbspokdunt. 

Appeal  on  Gitouin)  op  Yjuidxot  Against  Etidbnci — Contliot  op  Testimony. 
An  Appellate  Court  will  not  disturb  the  verdict  of  a  jury  upon  the  ground  that 
it  is  not  supported  bj  the  eridenoe,  if  there  is  a  material  conflict  in  the  evi- 
dence and  there  is  some  substantial  testimony  to  support  it. 

When  a  Yebbiot  will  be  Retebsed  as  against  Eyioence.  To  justify  an  Ap- 
pellate Court  in  reversing  the  verdict  of  a  jury  on  the  ground  that  it  is  against 
evidence,  there  must  be  a  preponderance  of  evidence  against  it  so  great  as  to 
satisfy  the  Court  that  there  was  either  an  absolute  mistake  on  the  part  of  the 
jury,  or  that  they  acted  under  the  influence  of  prejudice,  passion,  or  corruption. 

DiSTINOTION  AS  TO  WEIGHT  OP  EVIDENCE  ON   NeW    TrIAL    AND  ON  APPEAL.      The 

rule  that  a  verdict  should  not  J[>e  reversed  as  against  evidence  by  an  Appellate 
Court,  where  there  is  a  material  conflict  in  the  testimony,  and  there  is  some 
substantial  evidence  to  support  it,  does  not  apply  with  strictness  to  motions  for 
new  trial ;  and  it  is  generally  held  that  on  such  motions,  to  authorize  the  mm 
pritu  Judge  to  set  aside  a  verdict,  the  weight  of  evidence  against  the  verdict 
need  not  be  so  decided  and  great  as  is  required  by  an  Appellate  Court  to  re- 
verse it 
Trial  bt  Cottrt — ^Findings  Equivalent*  to  Verdict.  Where  a  cause  is  tried  by 
a  Court  without  a  jury  the  same  weight  and  consideration  is  given  to  its  find- 
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ings  as  to  a  verdict ;  and  the  same  rules  applj  as  to  reversing  them  on  appeal 
on  the  groond  of  being  (Dontrary  to  evidence,  as  to  a  verdict  of  a  jury. 
Tim  OF  Publication — "  Onci  ▲  Week  for  Thbxb  Weeks.*'  Where  a  statute  for 
the  maintenance  of  ptiblic  schools  (Stats.  1864-0,  418,  Sec.  86)  provided  that 
to  impose  an  additional  school  tax,  an  election  should  be  called  by  posting 
notices  for  twenty  days,  and  *'  if  there  is  a  newspaper  in  the  county,  by  adver- 
tisement therein  once  a  week  for  three  weeks  *' :  Hdd^  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  the  call  to  be  published  twenty-one  days  before  the  day  of  election, 
but  that  three  insertions  upon  three  successive  weeks  and  at  any  time  in  any 
of  such  weeks  before  the  election,  were  sufficient. 

Appbal  firom  the  District  Court  of  the  Second  Judicial  District^ 

Ormsby  Gounij. 

% 
This  cause  was  decided  at  the  April  Term,  1868,  but  not  ready 

for  publication  in  4th  Nevada  Reports.  As  will  be  seen  there  was 
a  difference  of  opinion  in  the  bench,  the  views  of  Lewis,  J.  in  re- 
spect to  one  branch  of  the  case  being  concurred  in  by  the  then  Chief 
Justice  Beatty,  and  in  respect  to  the  other  branch  of  the  case,  by 
Johnson,  J. 

The  whole  amount  of  the  tax  for  which  suit  was  brought,  was 
five  hundred  and  eighty-five  doUars  and  nine  cents.  There  was 
judgment  for  defendant,  from  which  and  firom  an  order  denying 
plaintiff's  motion  for  a  new  trial,  this  appeal  was  taken. 

Samud  C.  Denson,  for  Appellant. 

I.  The  assessment-roll  was  introduced  as  evidence  of  the  delin- 
quency, tiie  property  assessed,  amount  of  delinquency,  and  that  all 
the  forms  of  law  in  relation  to  the  levy  and  assessment  of  the  tax 
had  been  complied  with  ;  and  such  evidence  established  prima  facie 
every  fact  to  entitie  the  plaintiff  to  recover.  (Stats.  1864-^,  287, 
Sees.  84  and  86.)  The  plaintiff  was  therefore  entitied  to  a  recovery, 
unless  the  defendant's  evidence  was  so  direct  and  strong  as  to  over- 
throw or  outweigh  plamtiff's  prima  facie  case.  An  Appellate 
Court  should  reverse  a  judgment  against  the  weight  of  evidence 
unless  the  equities  of  the  case  are  with  the  verdict.  (Graham  & 
Waterman  on  New  Trials,  862  and  867.) 

n.    The  testimony  of  Jones  shows  the  existence  of  bettor  evi- 
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dence  of  the  time  of  posting  the  notices.  He  says  Bence  posted 
them.  If  the  defendant  believed  the  notices  were  not  posted  in 
time,  Bence  should  have  been  called  as  a  witness.  Where  it 
appears  that  all  the  evidence  was  not  before  the  Court  on  the  trial, 
the  Appellate  Court  will  order  a  new  trial  in  order  that  complete 
justice  may  be  done.  (1  Qraham  &  Waterman  on  New  Trials^ 
874.) 

m.  Publication  in  a  newspaper  every  day  from  the  nineteenth 
of  July  until  the  fifth  of  August,  is  more  than  ample  as  a  publica- 
tion "  once  a  week  for  three  successive  weeks."  (^Bachelor  v. 
Bachelor  J 1  Mass.  253 ;  SheUhn  v.  Wright^  5  N.  Y.,  1  Seld,  617 ; 
Olcott  V.  Bohimon,  21  N.  Y.  160 ;  9  Curt.  94). 

Bobert  M.  Clarke^  for  Respondent. 

I.  There  being  some  evidence  to  support  the  findings,  and  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial  having  been  denied,  this  Court  will  not  re- 
verse the  order.  (16  Cal.  76 ;  17  Cal.  92 ;  24  Cal.  888 ;  25 
Cal.  487  ;  82  Gal.  882  and  680.) 

n.  But  the  findings  are  not  impeached  by  any  testimony  in  the 
record.  Jones  testifies  that  the  notices  were  prepared  July  15th, 
1867,  and  posted  by  Bence  some  time  after  they  were  prepared — 
not  on  same  day ;  and  that  copy  was  handed  to  editor  Appeal  on 
evening  of  said  day,  or  day  after  notice  was  posted  by  Bence. 
Robinson  testifies  that  notice  was  published  first  time  July  19th, 
and  thinks  it  was  handed  in  for  publication  on  the  eighteenth.  From 
this  proof  it  clearly  appears  that  the  notices  were  neither  posted 
twenty  days,  nor  published  three  weeks.  Under  this  proof,  the 
notice  could  not  have  been  posted  earlier  than  July  17th,  1867, 
and  as  the  election  was  held  August  5th,  1867,  only  nineteen  days' 
notice  was  given  by  posting,  and  seventeen  by  publication,  includ- 
ing the  day  of  election. 

III.  The  Board  of  Trustees  in  calling  election  for  special  school 
tax,  are  required  to  give  twenty  days  notice,  by  posting  notices, 
and  by  publication  for  three  weeks  m  county  paper.   Having  failed 
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to  comply  ?rith  this  section  of  the  law,  the  election  was  irregolar, 
and  the  tax  imposed  illegal  and  void.  (1  Denio,  9 ;  Bunce  y. 
Reed,  16  Barbour,  847 ;  OlcoU  y.  BohiiMon,  21  N.  Y.  155 ;  Opin- 
ions of  Gomstock,  G.  J. ;  Shddon  y.  Wright^  7  Barbour,  89.) 

.  By  the  Gourt,  Lbwis,  G.  J. : 

The  appellant  seeks  a  reyersal  of  the  judgment  in  this  case, 
upon  the  sole  ground  that  the  findings  of  fact  by  the  Court  below 
were  not  warranted,  or  supported  by  the  eyidence.  But  as  the 
eyidence  is  conflicting,  it  is  clidmed  on  behalf  of  the  respondent 
that  tins  Court  should  not  set  aside  the  findings,  or  reyerse  the 
judgment — and  thus  the  question  as  to  what  state  of  proof  will 
authorize  an  Appellate  Court  to  set  aside  a  yerdict,  when  no  objec- 
tion is  made  to  it  except  that  it  is  not  supported  by  the  eyidence, 
is  directiy  presented.  It  must  be  admitted  that  there  is  an  end- 
less difierence  of  opinion,  among  the  members  of  the  profesdon, 
upon  this  question ;  but  it  appears  to  me  the  rule  is  well  estab- 
lished by  the  authorities,  and  maintained  upon  principle,  that  an 
Appellate  Court  will  not  disturb  the  yerdict  upon  the  ground  here 
taken,  if  there  is  a  material  conflict  in  the  eyidence,  and  there  is 
some  substantial  testimony  to  support  it. 

This  rule  is  certainly  recommended  by  obyious  and  cogent  rea- 
sons. Under  our  laws  it  is  the  peculiar  proyince  of  the  jury  to 
weigh  the  eyidence,  to  judge  of  the  credibility  of  witnesses,  and 
to  decide  upon  which  side  the  testimony  preponderates.  It  is 
their  duty,  aud  they  are  sworn,  to  render  such  yercUct  as  the  eyi- 
dence may  justify.  It  must  be  presumed  that  they  conscientiously 
do  their  duty,  and  that  they  are  competent  to  do  it  understandr 
ingly.  The  yerdict,  therefore,  when  rendered,  is  the  conscientious 
conclusion  arriyed  at  by  twelye  competent  men,  who  haye  heard 
the  eyidence  and  seen  the  witnesses.  It  must  also  be  borne  in 
mind,  that  they  haye  the  opportunity  of  closely  obserying  the  man- 
ner  in  which  each  witness  testifies ;  his  appearance  on  the  stand ;  his 
emphasis  and  the  inflection  of  yoice,  which  often  giye  a  significance 
and  meaning  to  words  and  sentences  not  apparent  to  those  who 
only  read  the  eyidence  as  it  is  usually  taken  down.  The  Appellate 
Court  sees  nothing  of  the  witnesses,  but  is  compelled  to  rely  solely 
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apon  the  imperfect  and  meager  synopsis  of  the  testimony  which  is 
taken  at  the  trial,  or  written  down  afterwards  from  recollection. 
Thus,  it  does  not  possess  the  means  which  the  jury  do,  of  deter- 
mining wha1(  weight  is  to  be  given  to  the  evidence  of  any  particular 
witness,  or  of  ascertaining  with  certainty  what  it  may  Bave  been 
his  real  desire  to  say. 

The  advantages  thus  possessed  by  the  jurors  should  entitle  their 
deliberate  conclusion,  as  to  the  preponderance  of  evidence,  to  very 
great  consideration  from  an  Appellate  Court  possessing  none  of 
these  advantages.  The  rule  seems,  therefore,  to  be  founded  upon 
substantial  reasons ;  and  in  my  opinion  is  supported  by  the  author- 
ities. It  will  also  be  observed,  from  the  cases  which  I  shall  refer 
to,  that  the  old  rule  has  not  been  changed  by  the  new  practice  of 
aUowing  an  appeal  from  an  order  granting  or  refusmg  a  new  trial. 
After  an  elaborate  review  of  the  authorities,  Mr.  Waterman,  in  8 
Graham  &  Waterman  on  New  Trials,  1213,  states  his  views  of  this 
question  in  the  following  manner : 

*^  It  has  been  a  debated  and  vexed  question  as  to  whether,  after 
the  Court  that  tried  the  cause  has  decided  that  the  verdict  must 
stand,  an  Appellate  Court  can,  notwithstanding,  order  a  new  trial. 
The  presiding  Judge  has  heard — and  what  is  stiU  more  important — 
has  seen  the  witnesses  testify;  noticed  their  demeanor;  listened  to 
their  cross  examination.  Minute  circumstances,  which  are  often 
the  turning  point  in  a  case,  have  not  escaped  him.  The  evidence 
has  been  presented  full  and  fresh  to  his  mind — after  having  passed 
through  the  slow  and  severe  ordeal  of  judicial  scrutiny.  He  has 
had  the  benefit  of  the  siftings  of  counsel.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Appellate  Court  has  enjoyed  none  of  these  advantages.  It  receives 
the  testimony  on  paper ;  and  thus  presented,  it  is  always  tame, 
meager,  and  unsatisfactory.  Its  whole  knowledge  being  thus  de- 
rived, it  is  but  illy  qualified  to  pass  an  enlightened  judgment  upon 
it.  The  reasons,  therefore,  for  denying  to  the  Appellate  Court  the 
right  to  reverse  the  decision  of  the  Judge  who  tried  the  cause,  con- 
finmng  the  verdict,  possesses  great  weight.  It  is  certain,  that  this 
right  should  never  be  exercised  except  in  extreme  cases." 

The  force  of  the  reasons  thus  stated  by  the  author  is  fully  recog- 
nized by  the  Courts,  and  the  uniform  current  of  authorities  seems 
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to  justify  the  obserration  that  the  ^^  right  should  never  be  exer- 
cised except  in  extreme  cases."  In  Cohen  v.  Dupantj  (1  Sand- 
ford,  262)  the  Court  states  the  rule  m  this  manner :  ^^  Where  there 
is  testimony  on  either  side  sufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict  if  stand- 
ing alone,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  overturn  the  verdict  for  the 
reason  that  there  was  counter  testimony  on  the  other  side,  even  if 
it  be  apparently  equal  in  pomt  of  weight.  There  must  be  a  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence  against  the  finding  of  the  j wry  so  great  as 
to  satirfff  us  that  there  was  either  an  absolute  mistake  on  their  paartj 
or  thai  thm/  acted  under  the  influence  of  prejudice^  passion^  or 
corruption.  (See  also  Mann  v.  Wttbeckj  17  Barb.  388  ;  5  Sand- 
ford,  180 ;  1  Whittaker's  Practice,  745.)  In  Kentucky  the  rule 
is  thus  stated  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  case  of  Maxwell  v* 
Mellvoy  (2  Bibb,  211)  :  ^^  What  verdict  we  would  have  given  if 
we  had  been  on  the  jury  is  not  the  question  for  our  discussion. 
The  circumstances  and  evidence  in  relation  to  the  facts  of  loss  and 
injury  to  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  be- 
longed peculiarly  to  the  jury  to  weigh  and  determine  upon.  If 
their  verdict  were  clearly  contrary  to  the  evidence  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  Court  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried  to  have  granted  a 
new  trial,  and  if  that  Court  improperly  refuses  to  do  so,  and  the 
error  was  manifest  to  us,  we  should  feel  it  our  duty  to  reverse  the 
judgment  and  direct  a  new  trial.  But  this  power  ought  to  be  exer- 
cised by  the  Court  with  extreme  caution,  when  we  consider  the 
great  difficulty,  and  indeed  the  impossibility,  of  bringing  the  ques- 
tion before  us  upon  paper  as  it  may  have  appeared  before  the 
Court  and  jury  who  tried  it  below.  It  is  true  this  case  does  not 
present  the  same  latitude  for  misconception  and  adverse  under- 
standing of  the  evidence  as  those  in  which  the  credibility  of  wit- 
nesses, their  pronunciation,  etc.,  are  all  important  to  the  decision. 
This  consideration  furnishes  additional  weight  in  favor  of  the  appli- 
cation to  this  Court,  yet  we  hold  that  in  order  to  justify  this  Court 
in  reversing  and  ordering  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  that  the  ver- 
dict is  contrary  to  the  evidence,  the  evidence  and  verdict  ought  to 
appear  clear,  in  an  unquestionable  light,  and  without  doubt,  when 
carefully  examined  and  compared  together,  as  repugnant  and  op- 
posed, the  one  ohviomly  not  supporting  or  warranting  the  order." 
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The  rule  thus  enunciated  has  been  uniformly  followed  by  the  Court 
of  Appeals  in  Kentucky,  and  repeated  with  more  or  less  force  in 
nearly  all  the  cases  in  which  the  question  has  been  presented. 
(See  also  A.  E.  Marshall,  58  and  29.) 

In  Tennessee  the  Court  of  Errors  has  held  that  it  will  not  reverse 
ihe  verdict  of  an  inferior  Court  if  there  be  any  proof  by  which  the 
verdict  can  be  sustained.  (^Dodge  v.  Brittain,  1  Meigs,  84 ;  Sel- 
lars  V.  Davin^  4  Terger,  508.)  So  in  Georgia,  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  the  case  of  Hall  v.  Page^  (4  Geo.  428)  reiterates  the 
rule  in  this  emphatic  language :  '^  We  have,  in  several  instances, 
said  that  we  would  interfere  only  in  extreme  cases — ^in  cases  that 
are  strong  and  unequivocal,  or  of  gross  injustice,  or  where  there 
was  no  evidence,  or  the  verdict  was  palpably  contrary  to  the 
evidence." 

In  those  States  where  an  appeal  is  allowed  from  an  order  refus- 
ing a  new  trial,  the  same  rule  is  strictly  followed  and  just  as  strongly 
stated.  (^Lochwood  v.  Stewart^  12  Wis.  628 ;  LavUle  v.  Lucas^ 
18  Wis.  617  ;  Lewellm  v.  Williams  et  ah.,  14  Wis.  687 ;  Cook 
V.  Helms,  5  Wis.  107  ;  Barnes  v.  Merrick,  6  Wis.  57 ;  11  Minn. 
296  ;  Whitney  v.  Blunt,  15  Iowa,  283 ;  Brockmam  v.  BerryhilU 
16  Iowa,  183 ;  Kile  v.  TiMs,  82  Cal.  882  and  580 ;  Liibeck  v. 
Bullock,  24  Cal.  888.) 

The  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  although  weak  and 
very  unsatisfactoiy,  still  seems  to  be  sufficient  to  bring  this  cause 
withm  the  rule.  The  evidence  offered  by  the  defendant  does  not 
seem  to  warrant  the  findings,  but  I  cannot  say  that  there  is  such 
a  great  preponderance  on  the  other  side  as  to  justify  an  Appellate 
Court  in  setting  them  aside.  The  plaintiffii'  case  was  made  out  by 
a  presumption  of  law,  not  by  any  means  very  strong,  and  the  tes- 
timony for  the  defendant  was  about  as  unsatisfactory  as  it  could  be. 
However,  under  the  rule  which  must  govern  this  case,  it  is  sufficient 
to  sustain  the  findings.  Some  of  the  reasons  given  for  supporting  the 
verdict  of  a  jury  may  not  be  pertinent,  when  the  trial  was  without 
a  jury  and  the  facts  are  found  by  the  Judge.  The  rule,  however, 
is  general,  and  the  same  weight  and  consideration  is  always  given 
to  such  findings  as  to  a  verdict.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
this  rule  should  not  govern  the  lower  Courts.    The  Judge  who  tries 
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the  cause,  like  the  jury,  hears  all  the  evidence  and  sees  the  wit- 
nesses ;  it  is,  therefore,  very  generally  held  that  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence against  the  verdict  need  not  be  so  decided  and  great  to 
authorize  the  nisifriuB  Judge  to  set  aside  a  verdict  as  is  required 
by  the  Appellate  Courts.  The  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  should 
not  hesitate  to  set  aside  a  verdict  where  there  is  a  clear  preponder- 
ance of  evidence  against  it. 

The  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived  upon  this  point  disposes 
of  this  case ;  but  there  is  another  point  made  against  the  validity  of 
the  tax  which  will  probably  be  raised  in  other  cases  growing  out  of 
this  assessment  and  levy.  Hence,  it  is  expedient  to  pass  upon  it 
at  the  present  time,  and  thus  remove  the  question  from  consider- 
ation in  other  cases  not  disposed  of,  or  which  may  hereafter  be 
brought.  This  second  point  made  by  counsel  for  defendant  is,  that 
the  notice  which  the  law  requires  to  be  published  '^  once  a  week  for 
three  weeks  "  was  advertised  only  for  seventeen  days,  which,  it  is 
argued,  was  not  a  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law. 
The  language  of  the  statute,  it  is  claimed,  makes  it  necessary  that 
the  first  publication  should  be  twenty-one  days  prior  to  the  election. 
But,  in  my  opinion,  the  statute  admits  of  no  such  construction. 
The  purpose  of  the  advertisement  is  to  give  notice  to  the  legal 
voters  of  the  school  district.  When  there  have  been  three  inser- 
tions of  such  notice  upon  three  successive  weeks  the  object  of  the 
publication,  so  far  as  it  can  be,  is  accomplished.  The  statute  cer^ 
tainly  requires  but  three  publications  of  the  notice ;  why  then  is 
not  its  full  purpose  accomplished  upon  the  expiration  of  the  third 
day  of  publication.  Some  statutes  require  a  publication  for  a 
definite  period  of  time,  or  a  certain  number  of  days,  and  in  such 
case  of  course  the  advertisement  must  be  for  the  full  period,  but 
where  it  is  required  to  be  published  once  a  week  for  a  certain  num- 
ber of  weeks,  it  is  generally  held  that  the  number  of  insertions  and 
not  the  days  comprised  in  such  weeks  is  to  be  regarded.  Thus,  in 
the  case  of  Bachdor  v.  Bachelor j  (1  Mass.  256)  it  was  held  that 
^^  an  order  to  give  notice  by  publishing  in  a  newspaper  three  weeks 
successively  "  was  complied  with  by  publishing  in  such  paper  in 
three  successive  weeks.  In  that  case,  the  paper  being  issued  twice 
a  week,  only  twelve  days  elapsed  between  the  first  and  last  adver- 
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tisement ;  but  as  there  was  one  advertisement  on  three  successive 
weeks,  the  Court  held  it  sufficient.  So  it  has  been  held  by  the 
New  York  Court  of  Appeals  upon  a  statute  similar  to  ours.  {Shelr 
dm  V.  Wright,  5  N.  T.  497 ;  Olcott  v.  Bobituonj  21  N.  T.  1500 
The  publication  was  therefore  sufficient. 

Judgment  affirmed- 

By  Johnson,  J. : 

Section  thirty-five  of  "  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Maintenance 
and  Supervision  of  Public  Schools,"  approved  March  20th,  1865, 
provides  as  follows :  '^  The  Board  of  l^stees  of  any  school  district 
may,  when  in  their  judgment  it  is  advisable,  call  an  election,  and 
submit  to  t}ie  qualified  electors  of  the  district  the  question  whether 
a  tax  shall  be  rsused  to  furnish  additional  school  fertilities  for  said 
district,  or  to  keep  any  school  or  schools  in  such  district  open  for  a 
longer  period  than  the  ordinary  funds  will  allow,  or  for  building  an 
additional  school  house  or  houses,  or  for  any  two  or  all  of  these  pur- 
poses. Such  election  shaQ  be  called  by  posting  notices  in  three  of 
the  most  public  places  in  the  district  for  twenty  days,  and  also  if 
there  is  a  newspaper  in  the  county,  by  advertisement  therein  once 
a  week,  for  three  weeks.  Said  notices  shall  contain  the  time  and 
place  of  holding  the  election,  the  amount  of  money  proposed  to  be 
raised,  and  the  purpose  or  purposes  for  which  it  is  intended  to  be 
used.  The  Board  of  Trustees  shall  appoint  three  Judges  to  conduct 
the  election,  and  it  shall  be  held  in  all  other  respects  as  nearly  as 
practicable  in  conformity  with  the  general  election  law.  At  such 
election  the  ballots  shall  contain  the  words :  "  Tax,  Yes,"  or  "  Tax, 
No,"  and  also  the  name  of  one  person  as  Assessor,  and  one  as  Col- 
lector :  provided,  however,  the  same  person  may  be  elected  to  both 
offices.  If  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  are  "  Tax,  Yes,"  the  officers 
of  the  election  shall  certify  the  fact  to  the  Board  of  Trustees,  and 
shall  also  certify  the  names  of  the  person  or  persons  having  the 
plurality  of  votes  for  Assessor  or  Collector.  The  Board  of  Trustees 
shall  issue  .certificates  of  election,  and  the  Assessor  shall,  on  receiv- 
ing his,  forthwith  ascertain  and  enroll,  in  the  manner  provided  for 
County  Assessors,  all  the  taxable  persons  and  property  in  the  dis- 
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triet,  and  within  thirty  days  he  shall  retarn  his  roll  footed  up  to  the 
Board  of  Trustees.  The  Board  of  Trustees,  upon  receiving  the 
roll,  shall  deduct  fifteen  per  cent,  therefrom  for  anticipated  delin- 
quencies, and  then,  by  dividing  the  sum  voted,  together  with  the 
estimated  cost  of  assessing  and  collecting  added  thereto,  by  the  re- 
miunder  of  the  roll,  ascertain  the  rate  per  cent,  required ;  and  the 
rate  so  ascertained  shall  be,  and  it  is  hereby  levied  and  assessed  to, 
on  or  against  the  persons  or  property  named  or  described  in  said 
roll,  and  it  shall  be  a  lien  on  all  such  property  until  the  tax  is  paid ; 
and  said  tax,  if  not  paid  within  the  time  limited  in  the  next  suc- 
ceeding section  for  its  payment,  shall  be  recovered  by  suit,  in  the 
same  manner  and  with  the  same  costs  as  delinquent  State  and 
county  taxes." 

Under  this  authority  an  election  was  called  in  District  No.  2, 
Ormsby  County,  for  Monday,  the  fifth  of  August,  1867,  to  vote  on 
the  question  of  levying  a  tax  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  school 
house  in  said  district,  and  upon  the  proceedings  had  it  is  clidmed 
that  defendant  became  liable  to  pay  the  amount  of  tax  assessed 
upon  its  property ;  and  to  enforce  its  payment  suit  was  brought  in 
the  District  Court.  The  answer  of  defendant  presents  but  one 
ground  of  defense  which  is  necessary  to  be  considered  here — 
whether  the  time  of  posting  and  advertising  such  notices  was  suf- 
ficient under  the  section  of  the  law  above  quoted.  The  cause  was 
tried  by  the  Court  without  a  jury,  and  the  findings  and  judgment 
were  for  defendant;  and  a  new  trial  being  denied,  this  appeal  is 
taken  from  both  the  order  and  judgment. 

There  is  no  controversy  as  to  the  facts  concerning  the  newspaper 
advertisement,  but  it  is  conceded  that  the  notice  calling  such  elec- 
tion for  Monday,  the  fifth  of  August,  1867,  was  published  in  a 
newspaper  of  said  county  for  the  first  time  on  Friday,  the  nine- 
teenth of  July,  and  continued  almost  daily  in  each  issue  of  the 
paper  up  to  and  including  Sunday,  the  fourth  of  August,  the  day 
preceding  the  election.  That  it  was  not  published  on  the  day  of 
such  election,  the  fifth  of  August,  as  no  paper  was  issued  on  that 
day.  Upon  these  facts,  the  Court  held  that  the  newspaper  publi- 
cation was  insufficient  in  point  of  time.  This  brings  up  the  main 
question  in  the  case,  for  it  is  conceded  that  if  the  notice  was  not 
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published  for  the  requisite  length  of  time,  the  election  held  in  pur- 
suance thereof  was  void,  and  the  assessment  made  is  also  void  and 
cannot  be  enforced. 

The  statute  authorizes  an  election  for  the  purposes  stated,  upon 
certun  conditions,  hj  posting  notices  in  three  public  places  of  the 
district  for  twenty  days,  and  also  if  there  is  a  newspaper  in  the 
county,  by  advertising  therein  once  a  week  for  three  weeks.  This 
is  the  language  of  the  statute,  and  adopting  the  line  of  argument 
and  m^nly  the  language  of  Chief  Justice  Comstock,  in  Olcott  v. 
Robtmon,  (21  N.  Y.,  156)  its  plain  meaning  b  that  three  whole 
weeks  must  elapse  between  the  commencement  of  the  advertise- 
ment and  the  day  of  the  election.  If  we  abridge  the  time  for  a 
angle  day,  we  may  do  it  for  as  many  days  as  we  please,  and  the 
statute  becomes  a  dead  letter.  This  advertisement  must  be  made 
by  posting  the  notice  of  the  election  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by 
the  statute,  and  by  causing  a  copy  to  be  printed  ^'  once  a  week  for 
three  weeks  "  in  a  newspaper  of  the  county,  if  there  be  one  pub- 
lished therein.  Two  tMngs,  therefore,  are  required  to  make  the 
advertisement  complete :  one,  the  posting  the  notice ;  the  other,  its 
insertion  in  a  newspaper ;  and  the  publication  in  both  its  branches 
must  be  for  the  respective  periods  before  such  election.  There  is 
no  publication  at  all  unless  the  notice  is  both  posted  and  printed  in 
a  newspaper ;  and  if  we  say  that  the  time  of  either  may  be  short- 
ened, we  hold  in  substance  that  an  advertisement  for  any  time  less 
than  the  prescribed  time  is  sufficient.  Tbjs  we  cannot  do  with- 
out abrogating  the  statute.  These  views,  although  expressed  by  a' 
minority  of  the  Court,  present  the  question  correctly  and  forcibly, 
and  as  I  will  show  are  abundantiy  supported  by  the  decisions  of 
other  Courts  of  high  authority.  Some  of  the  cases  bearing  on  this 
point  I  will  notice. 

In  1  Wend,  (anon.)  90,  the  affidavit  set  out  that  the  notice  had 

been  regularly  published  in  the  newspaper  directed,  once  in  each 

week  for  six  weeks  successively,  commencing  on  a  certidn  day.   It 

was  held  insufficient  in  not  showing  that  it  had  been  published  for 

the  full  term  of  six  weeks  successively — that  is,  for  forty-two  days. 

A  similar  rule  prevailed  in  Bunee  v.  Beed^X^Q  Barb.  847).    See 

also,  JSankendorf  v.  Taylor's  Leitecj  (4  Pet.  849).    The  Supreme 

28 
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Court  of  the  United  States  (^JEarly  v.  Doe,  16  Howard,  S.  G.  R. 
610)  held  that  notice  of  a  tax  sale  once  in  each  week  for  twelve 
successive  weeks  is  not  given,  unless  the  first  notice  preceded  the 
sale  eighty-four  days.  This  case  seems  to  be  more  directly  in  point 
than  any  I  can  find.  ^'  The  preposition/cTr,"  says  the  Court,  '^  means 
of  itself  duration  when  it  is  put  in  connection  with  time,  and  as  all 
of  us  use  it  in  that  way  in  our  every-day  conversation,  it  cannot  be 
presumed  that  the  Legislature,  in  making  this  statute,  did  not  mean 
to  use  it  in  the  same  way.  Twelve  successive  weeks  is  as  definite 
a  designation  of  time,  according  to  our  diviEdon  of  it,  as  can  be 
made.  When  we  say  that  anything  may  be  done  in  twelve  weeks, 
or  that  it  shall  not  be  done  for  twelve  weeks  after  the  happening 
of  a  fact  which  is  to  precede  it,  we  mean  that  it  may  be  done  in 
twelve  weeks  or  eighty-four  days,  or,  as  the  case  may  be,  ihat  it 
shall  not  be  done  before.  The  notice  for  sale,  in  this  instance, 
was  the  fact  which  was  to  precede  the  time  for  sale,  and  that  is 
neither  qualified  nor  in  any  way  lessened  by  the  words  '^  once  a 
week,"  which  precede  in  this  statute  those  which  follow  tiiem, 
^'  for  at  least  twelve  succesedve  weeks." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  CalLfomia,  in  a  recent  case  construe  like 
words  of  a  statute  in  the  same  way,  and  in  commenting  on  a  num- 
ber of  reported  cases  where  the  question  was  made,  the  Judges 
take  care  to  confine  their  decisions  to  the  point  that  the  full  term 
required  by  statute  must  intervene  between  the  first  publication  of 
notice  and  the  day  appointed  for  the  performance  of  the  act  desig- 
nated in  the  notice.  (^Samtiga  and  Loan  Society  v.  Thampsanj 
32  Cal,  347.) 

Appellant's  counsel  refers  us  to  some  authorities  which  are 
claimed  to  be  the  other  way.  In  the  first  of  these,  Bachelor  v. 
Bachelor  J  (1  Mass.  256)  the  order  was  directed  to  be  published 
^^  three  weeks  successively,"  and  all  that  the  Court  decided  was, 
that  a  week  need  not  intervene  between  each  publication.  The 
time  fixed  for  showing  cause  does  not  appear  from  the  report,  and 
hence  it  is  not  shown  whether  the  first  publication  was  three  weeks 
more  or  less  before  the  time  for  showing  cause.  But  aside  from 
this,  the  order  was  expressed  in  difierent  terms  from  those  employed 
in  the  act  we  are  considering,  and  we  have  no  reason  to  suppose 
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that  the  Massachusetts  Court  would  have  differed  with  the  Federal 
Supreme  Court,  if  the  circumstances  had  been  alike. 

An  examination  of  another  case  cited  by  counsel,  (^Sheldon  y. 
Wright^  1  Seld.,  5  N.  T.,  497)  shows  that  no  such  point  as  the  one 
before  us  was  decided,  and  the  observations  of  the  Judge  who 
pronounced  the  opinion  favorable  to  such  a  construction  of  the 
statute  as  contended  for  by  appellant,  were  followed  by  a  disclaimer 
of  such  ground  of  decision.  (21  N.  Y.  It57.)  However,  the 
question  was  passed  on  in  a  later  case,  (  Olcott  v.  BohinMn^  21  N. 
Y.  150)  and  the  majority  of  the  Court,  five  of  the  eight  Judges, 
gave  indorsemetnt  to  the  error  of  Judge  Foote  in  the  case  of  Shelr 
don  V.  Wright^  (jmprd)  in  treating  the  case  of  Bachelor  v.  Baehe- 
&>r  as  in  point;  and  upon  that  idea,  overruled  the  anamfmotu  case 
in  1  Wend. ;  whereas,  it  is  shown  as  a  matter  of  fact  no  such  question 
was  made  or  considered  in  the  Massachusetts  case,  nor  indeed  can 
I  understand  how  the  point  could  possibly  arise  upon  the  phrase- 
ology of  the  order  then  in  question.  Therefore,  but  trifling  value 
can  be  given  to  either  of  the  cases  relied  on  as  authority  for  appel- 
lant, and  especially  in  the  face  of  the  more  thoroughly  considered 
adverse  opinions  in  the  cases  herein  cited  from  the  decisions  of  the 
Supreme  Courts  of  the  United  States  and  of  California. 

The  Court  below  in  its  computation  of  time  excluded  the  first 
day  of  the  publication  and  posting  of  the  notices,  and  included  the 
day  of  election.  This  I  think  was  proper,  although  the  authorities 
are  by  no  means  uniform  regarding  the  question.  In  the  case  of 
JSarltf  V.  JDoef  (mpra)  it  appears  that  the  learned  Justice  (Nelson) 
took  a  different  view  of  it,  and  included  both  the  first  and  last  days, 
whilst  other  instances  are  found  where  the  first  day  is  included  and 
the  last  excluded.  In  some  States  the  matter  is  regulated  by 
statute,  but  here  we  have  no  general  act  on  the  subject.  Section 
four  hundred  and  ninety-three  of  the  Civil  Practice  Act  provides 
that  ^^  the  time  within  which  an  act  is  to  be  done,  as  provided  in 
this  Act,  shall  be  computed  by  excluding  the  first  day  and  includ- 
ing the  last.  If  the  last  day  be  Sunday,  it  shall  be  excluded." 
This  section  only  applies,  as  will  be  seen,  to  the  computation  of 
time, "  within  wluch  an  act  is  to  be  done,"  under  the  particular 
statute,  therefore  it  does  not  apply  to  the  case  in  hand.    But  the 
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rule  stated,  independent  of  statute,  seems  to  prevail  at  this  day  in 
both  English  and  American  Courts,  and  perhaps  it  is  correct  to 
say  in  this  State  it  has  been  unquestioned,  wherefore  it  had  better 
be  followed,  as  it  is  not  so  important  to  the  public  how  the  rule  is 
settled,  Bs  that  it  be  settled. 

This  rule  of  construction  pertains  directly  to  the  Act  under  con« 
^deration,  but  should  also  extend  to  other  statutes  falling  within  the 
reason  and  spirit  of  the  rule.  (Joremed  by  the  rule  thus  stated  it 
follows,  the  election  being  held  on  the  fifth  of  August,  that  the 
first  newspaper  publication  should  have  been  not  later  than  Mon- 
day the  fifteenth  of  July,  and  the  notice  posted  on  or  before  Tues- 
day the  sixteenth  of  July. 

The  findings  of  the  Court,  in  respect  to  the  next  point,  as  to  the 
posting  of  notices,  should  not  be  disturbed.  The  only  proof  mtro- 
duced  by  plaintiff  was  the  assessment  roll.  Authority  to  assess 
and  collect  a  tax  for  the  purposes  stated  is  derived  from  the  statute 
itself,  and  depends  on  precedent  acts  and  conditions.  The  election 
must  be  called  by  the  Board  of  Trustees ;  notice  must  be  posted, 
and  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  be  published  in  a  news- 
paper for  the  time  specified ;  the  election  to  be  held,  and  a  majority 
of  the  votes  cast  to  be  in  favor  of  the  tax ;  all  of  which  should  be 
shown  in  the  complaint,  and  if  controverted  be  established  by  compe- 
tent proof,  of  which  the  assessment  roll  constitutes  no  part.  Appel- 
lant's counsel — ^no  point  being  made  on  the  pleadings — ^insists  that 
the  assessment  roll  allowed  as  evidence  under  defendant's  excep- 
tions was  sufficient  to  establish  his  case  in  the  first  instance.  I  do 
not  so  understand  the  law.  It  makes  the  assessment  roll  ^^  prima 
facie  evidence  *  *  *  *  to  prove  the  assessment,  property 
assessed — ^the  delinquency — amount  of  tax  due  and  unpaid,  and 
that  all  the  forms  of  law  in  relation  to  the  assessment  and  levy 
*  *  *  *  have  been  complied  witii."  (Stata.  1866, 428,  Sec. 
86 ;  Stats.  1865,  267,  Sec.  84.) 

The  assessment  roll  contains  iiothing  except  the  names  of  the 
tax  payers,  description  of  property,  value  of  property,  and  amount 
of  tax.  The  ^^  forms  of  law  "  referred  to  have  no  reference  to  the 
acts  which  must  necessarily  precede  and  upon  which  the  assessment 
is  founded  in  cases  like  this.    The  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to 
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disproYe  the  postiiig  of  notices  coming  firom  defendant  was  wholly 
unnecessary,  but  when  before  the  Court  was  proper  to  be  consid- 
ered. The  especial  features  of  this  proof  need  not  be  examined  in 
detail.  The  eyidence  of  both  the  witnesses  on  this  point,  althou^ 
not  expressed  in  podtiye,  onqnalified  terms  as  to  the  dates  of  par- 
ticular transactions,  yet  such  evidence  is  given  as  their  best  recol- 
lection, and  qualified  only  to  that  degree  usually  exhibited  by  relia- 
ble and  conscientious  men  when  testifying  in  such  matters  and 
having  no  certain  or  reliable  data  to  fix  the  memory  definitely  upon 
the  time.  If  either  or  both  the  witnesses  could  possibly  be  mis- 
taken, any  doubt  as  to  their  remembrance  is  not  enhanced  by  the 
circumstance  of  plaintiff  failing  to  call  Mr.  Bence  as  a  witness  on 
the  point  of  time  when  such  notices  were  posted,  he  being  shown  to 
be  the  one  who  did  this  service. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  the  evidence  warranted  the  findings  of  the 
Court  on  this  point.  The  appellant  attacks  the  findings,  and  upon 
it  devolved  the  necessiiy  of  showiug  error,  which  in  my  judgment 
has  not  been  done ;  wherefore,  upon  principle  governing  in  such 
cases,  this  Court  should  not  mterfere. 

No  question  was  made  on  appeal — ^in  fact,  the  point  was  ex- 
pressly waived — as  to  whether  an  action  can  properly  be  brought  in 
tiie  name  of  the  State  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  collection  of 
a  special  school  tax ;  and  therefore  the  circumstance  of  the  Court 
having  consented  to  hear  the  case  brought  in  this  way  must  not  be 
accepted  as  a  determination  of  such  question  by  the  Court 

I  appreciate  the  beneficial  purposes  for  which  this  tax  was  intend- 
ed, and  would  not  allow  my  judgment,  were  the  question  one  merely 
of  technical  or  immaterial  moment,  to  thwart  the  wishes  of  the  peo- 
ple of  the  district  as  expressed  in  their  election.  But  this  is  not  such 
a  case.  The  tax  can  be  imposed  on  the  property  of  tiie  citizen  only 
in  the  way  and  manner  the  law  has  appointed,  and  among  the  most 
important  conditions  are  tibat  the  tax  shall  be  imposed  by  means  of 
a  majority  vote  of  the  district.  This  election  is  authorized  on  the 
fundamental  condition  that  the  people  of  the  district  and  property 
owners  shall  be  notified  thereof  in  recognition  of  the  fiBuniliar  maxim 
of  the  law :  ^^  That  notice  is  of  the  essence  of  things  required  to  be 
done."    The  mode  and  manner  of  imparting  such  notice  is  clearly 
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pointed  out  in  the  Act,  and  when  the  agents  of  the  law  have  so  far 
misunderstood  their  duty  as  to  omit  giving  notice  as  prescribed, 
and  the  tax  for  such  reason  is  refused,  the  Courts  are  powerless  to 
remedy  the  mischief. 
The  judgment  and  order  of  the  District  Court  should  be  affirmed. 

By  Beatty,  C.  J. : 

Two  points  arise  in  this  case :  one  as  to  a  pure  matter  of  law ;  the 
other,  rather  as  to  a  question  of  fact.  The  first  question  is,  whether 
a  law  which  requires  an  advertisement  of  an  election  to  be  inserted 
in  a  newspaper  ^*  once  a  week  for  three  weeks,"  can  be  complied 
with  without  having  the  first  insertion  in  the  paper  twenty-one  days 
before  the  proposed  election.  Upon  this  subject  there  is  a  differ- 
ence of  opinion  between  my  associates ;  and  as  the  question  is  one 
of  some  interest,  and  on  which  there  is  some  littie  confusion  of 
authorities,  I  propose  to  give  my  separate  views.  The  word 
"  week,"  both  in  laws  and  in  common  conversation  or  writing,  has 
two  separate  and  distinct  meanings.  Sometimes,  week  means  a 
period  of  time  commencing  on  Sunday  morning  and  ending  Satur- 
day night  at  midnight :  at  other  times  we  use  the  term  as  signifying 
a  period  of  time  of  seven  days'  duration,  without  any  reference  to 
when  that  time  commences,  whether  on  Sunday,  Monday,  or  Sat- 
urday. For  want  of  a  better  mode  of  distinguishing  these  two 
kinds  of  weeks,  I  shall  call  that  week  which  commences  with  Sun- 
day and  ends  with  Saturday  a  biblical  week ;  the  other  I  shall  in 
this  opinion  call  a  secular  week. 

A  few  examples  will  show  with  what  distinct  meanings  the  word 
is  used.  K  a  party  should  on  Thursday  of  any  week  contract  to 
do  a  certain  thing  before  the  end  of  this  toeeky  no  Court  would 
hesitate  to  say  it  must  be  done  before  midnight  of  the  following 
Saturday,  or  within  two  days  and  a  fraction — the  language  having 
reference  to  a  biblical  week.  But  if  the  party  contracted  to  do 
the  same  thing  within  a  week,  then  he  would  have  full  seven  days 
within  which  to  accomplish  it.  In  the  latter  contract,  week  would 
simply  mean  a  period  of  seven  days.  If  a  law  required  a  certain 
thing  to  be  advertised  ^^one  day  in  each  of  three  successive  weeks," 
the  most  stupid  person  could  hardly  fail  to  see  that  biblical  weeks 
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were  meant ;  and  that  an  advertisement  inserted,  say,  on  Saturday 
the  first,  Monday  the  third,  and  Monday  the  tenth,  of  a  certain 
month,  would  be  a  full  compliance  with  the  law ;  that  the  adver^ 
tisement  was  completed  on  the  expiration  of  the  tenth  day  of  the 
month.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  law  required  a  thing  to  be 
advertised  '^  for  the  full  period  of  three  weeks  by  not  less  than  one 
insertion  weekly  in  a  newspaper,*'  ^*  week  "  in  the  first  clause  of 
the  sentence  would  according  to  all  the  cases  mean  a  period  of 
seven  days,  and  have  no  reference  to  the  biblical  week.  Under 
such  a  law  the  full  period  of  twenty-one  days  would  have  to  elapse 
after  the  first  advertisement  before  the  law  would  be  complied  with. 
But  there  would  be  no  necessity  for  the  passage  of  three  complete 
biblical  weelcB  to  make  the  advertisement  complete.  To  illustrate : 
The  first  notice  might  be  inserted  Thursday  the  first,  of  a  given 
month ;  the  second,  Thursday  the  eighth ;  and  the  third,  Thursday 
the  fifteenth — the  three  weeks  would  expire  Wednesday  the  twenty- 
first;  and  any  sale  that  was  to  be  preceded  by  the  three  weeks'  ad- 
vertisement could  taJ^e  place  on  Thursday  the  twenty-second  of  the 
month.  From  Thursday  the  first  to  Sunday  the  fourth  would  only 
be  the  fraction  of  a  biblical  week.  The  first  full  biblical  week  would 
commence  with  Sunday  the  fourth,  and  end  with  Saturday  the  tenth ; 
the  second  would  commence  Sunday  the  eleventh,  and  end  with  Sat- 
urday the  eighteenth.  Then,  there  would  be  another  fraction  of  a 
biblical  week  between  that  and  the  twenty-second. 

I  have  thus  attempted  to  illustrate  the  different  meanings  which 
we  are  compelled  to  attach  to  the  word  ^^  week,"  in  laws  regarding 
periods  of  time  for  advertismg.  If  we  could  in  reading  any  law 
say,  whether  "  week  "  meant  a  biblical  week,  or  simply  a  period  of 
seven  days,  we  would  generally  be  past  the  greatest  difiSculty  in 
interpreting  such  law.  But  unfortunately,  this  point  is  frequently 
a  very  difficult  one ;  and  even  after  this  preliminary  question  is 
settled,  it  dpies  not  always  relieve  a  case  of  this  kind  of  doubt. 
The  phrase  ^^  once  a  week,"  in  the  law  under  discussion,  in  my 
opinion  has  reference  to  a  biblical  week ;  and  the  phrase  ^'  for 
three  weeks,"  in  the  connection  in  which  it  stands,  is  only  equiva- 
lent to  ^'  for  three  insertions,"  or  taldng  them  both  together  for  one 
day  in  each  of  three  biblical  weeks.     This  interpretation  I  will 
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endeayor  to  show  is  supported  by  many  authoritiee,  and  contro- 
verted by  not  one  tiiat  I  have  been  able  to  find.  Ab  the  authorities 
on  this  subject  have  been  much  more  fully  collated  by  Mr.  Justice 
Johnson  in  his  opiition  than  in  the  briefs,  I  will  notice  the  different 
cases  to  which  he  refers.  The  first  case  is  that  of  Olcott  v.  Bo^ 
in8on.  This  was  a  case  heard  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New 
York,  consisting  of  eight  Judges.  Two  opinions  were  written — 
five  concurring  in  the  majority  opinion,  and  three  in  the  dissenting 
opinion.  It  is  not  denied  that  the  majority  of  &e  Court  sustain 
the  views  I  have  expressed :  but  it  is  contended  the  nunority  opin- 
ion is  adverse  to  these  views;  and  that  this  opinion  is  supported  by 
better  reason  and  numerous  authority.  The  New  York  law  on 
which  that  Court  was  deciding,  was  in  these  words :  ^^  Shall  be 
publicly  advertised  previously  for  six  weeks  successively,  as  fol- 
lows :  1st.  A  written  or  printed  notice  thereof  shall  be  fastened  up 
in  three  public  places  in  the  town  where  such  real  estate  shall  be 
sold.  2d.  A  copy  of  such  notice  shall  be  printed  once  in  each 
week  in  a  newspaper  of  such  county,  if  there  be  one." 

This  section  of  the  law,  it  will  be  observed,  is  divided  into  three 
distinct  clauses.  The  first  clause  clearly  has  reference  to  the 
length  of  time  the  advertisement  must  be  continued.  All  the 
Judges  seem  to  agree  (and  from  the  reading  of  the  first  clause  of 
the  law  there  was  no  room  for  doubt  on  this  point)  that  the  adver- 
tisement therein  spoken  of,  must  last  for  full  forty-two  days  before 
the  sale.  But  the  majority  of  the  Court  hold  that  the  advertise- 
ment called  for  in  the  first  clause  of  the  section  was  complied  with 
by  postmg  the  notices  in  three  public  places ;  that  the  third  clause 
of  tiie  section  quoted,  which  has  reference  to  the  printing,  must  be 
interpreted  by  itself;  and  that  clause,  standing  alone,  does  not  re- 
quire that  the  first  insertion  should  have  been  six  secular  weeks,  or 
forty-two  days  before  the  sale.  It  is  sufficient  if  there  were  six 
insertions— each  one  of  which  was  in  a  different  biblical  week,  and 
the  last  one  at  least  the  day  before  the  sale — ^although  between  the 
first  insertion  and  the  day  of  sale  there  may  have  been  only  five 
weeks  and  a  firaction. 

The  opinion  of  the  minority  of  the  Court,  delivered  by  Chief 
Justice  Comstock,  is  to  the  effect  that  the  advertisement  spoken  of 
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in  the  first  claiiBe  is  not  completed  by  the  posting  of  the  notices : 
but  that  it  takes  two  things — ^the  posting  and  the  printing;  that  the 
first  and  third  clauses  are  so  inseparably  connected  that  the  adrer- 
tisement — ^which  is  required  to  be  of  a  certain  duration,  to  wit : 
forty-two  days,  or  six  secular  weeks — cannot  be  made  effectual 
unless  that  period  shall  have  elapsed  between  the  printing  of  the 
first  notice  and  the  day  of  sale.  The  Chief  Justice  does  not  con- 
trovert the  proposition  that  the  majority  opinion  is  correct  as  to  the 
interpretation  of  the  third  clause  if  it  stand  alone.  Here,  then,  is 
clearly  the  opinion  of  five  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  that  the 
third  clause  of  the  New  York  law,  referred  to,  should  be  interpreted 
as  I  mterpret  the  clause  in  our  law.  The  words  in  our  law,  and  those 
in  the  third  clause  of  the  New  Tork  law,  are  not  identical,  but 
very  similar.  The  dissenting  opinion  does  not  controvert  this  par- 
ticular point,  and  therefore  has  no  bearing  on  this  case. 

The  next  case  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Johnson,  as  supporting  the 
proposition  that  the  first  insertion  in  the  newspaper  must  have  been 
at  least  twenly-one  days  before  the  election,  is  a  case  in  1  Wendell, 
page  90.  In  that  case,  the  Court  held  that  when  tiie  law  required 
a  notice  to  be  published  ^^  six  weeks  successively,"  it  meant  that  it 
should  be  published  forty-two  days.  I  have  no  quarrel  with  that 
decifflon.  I  am  i:$ther  inclined  to  think  it  right.  The  word 
"  weeks  "  there  was  probably  meant  to  be  used  in  its  secular  rather 
than  its  biblical  sense;  but  that  has  very  littie  bearing  on  this  case. 
The  phraseology  there  is  entirely  ditferent  from  that  used  in  our 
law.  There  is  certainly  not  near  so  close  a  resemblance  between 
the  language  of  that  law  and  our  law,  as  between  the  expresdions 
«  six  square  miles,"  and  «  six  mUes  square  " ;  yet  every  school  boy 
knows  the  former  expression  is  equivalent  to  six  sections  of  land,  or 
three  thousand,  eight  hundred  and  forty  acres ;  the  latter,  thirty- 
rix  sections,  or  twenty-three  thousand  and  forty  acres.  But  even 
if  this  case  in  1  Wendell  is  at  all  in  conflict  (which  I  do  not  admit) 
with  the  views  I  have  expressed,  it  is  opposed  to  the  case  of 
Bachelor  v.  Bachdor^  (1  Mass.  256)  where  the  Court  held  that 
*'  three  successive  weeks  "  does  not  mean  twenty-one  days,  or  what 
would  be,  as  the  term  is  used  in  this  opinion,  tiiree  secuhur  weeks ; 
but  that  the  law  was  fiilly  satisfied  by  one  insertion  Saturday,  June 
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thirtieth ;  one  Saturday,  Jaly  seventh ;  and  the  third  Wednesday, 
July  eleventh.  The  Court,  in  tlus  latter  case,  hold  that  such  a 
law  is  fully  satisfied  by  three  insertions  in  a  newspaper,  if  each  of 
these  insertions  be  in  successive  biblical  weeks ;  in  other  words, 
the  whole  time  between  the  first  and  last  insertion  need  not  exceed 
ten  days. 

In  the  case  in  16  Barbour,  page  847,  the  law  under  which  the 
advertisement  was  to  be  made  is  not  given.  But  the  counsel  on 
both  sides  concede  that  the  law  requires  a  publication  of  eighty-four 
days,  or  twelve  full  secular  weeks ;  there  was  no  question  on  that 
point.  The  question  was  whether  a  certam  affidavit  showed  that 
the  notice  of  sale  had  been  published  for  twelve  full  weeks.  The 
Court  held  it  did  not  show  such  fact.  This  case  has  no  bearing  on 
any  point  in  the^case  before  us. 

The  case  of  Bonkmdcrf  v.  Tayhr  (4  Pet.  849)  is  direct  in 
point  to  establish  one  propomtion  for  which  I  contend,  and  which 
is  the  key  to  the  whole  case  before  this  Court ;  that  is,  that  tiie 
phrase,  '^  once  a  week,"  in  aU  laws  similar  to  the  one  under  discus- 
sion, means  tmee  m  each  bSbUeal  tveeky  and  not  every  seventh  day. 
Upon  this  point  this  discussion  is  clear  and  explicit ;  there  is  not  a 
decision  to  be  found  anywhere,  that  I  am  aware  of,  which  contro- 
verts this  proposition.  This  interpretation  is  so  entirely  in  accord- 
ance with  the  common  usage  of  that  term,  that  I  doubt  if  this  decis- 
ion will  ever  be  questioned  by  any  respectable  tribunal.  As  this  is 
the  important  point  in  this  case  I  make  the  following  quotation  from 
4  Peters,  to  show  that  it  is  clearly  and  unequivocally  settled : 

^^  By  the  tenth  section  of  the  Act  of  Congress  which  directs  this 
proceeding,  the  Collector  is  required  to  give  public  notice  of  the 
time  and  place  of  sale,  by  advertising  once  a  week  in  some  news- 
paper printed  in  the  City  of  Washington,  for  three  months,  when 
the  property  is  assessed  to  a  person  who  resides  witiiin  the  United 
States,  but  without  the  District  of  Columbia.  Notice  of  the  sale  of 
the  lot  in  controversy  was  given  by  the  Collector ;  first,  in  a  news- 
paper published  the  si^  of  December,  1822 ;  the  last,  in  the  same 
paper  of  the  tenth  of  March,  1828.  These  periods  embrace  the 
time  the  advertisement  is  required  to  be  published ;  but  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  notice  was  not  published  once  in  each  week,  within 
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the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  Congress.  In  examining  the  dates  of 
ttie  publications,  it  appears  that  eleven  days  at  one  time  transpired 
between  them,  and  at  another  time  ten  days,  at  another  eight. 

^'  These  omissions,  it  is  contended,  are  fatal ;  that  the  publication 
being  once  made,  it  was  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  notice  that 
it  should  be  published  every  seventh  day  thereafter.  The  words 
of  the  law  are  ^*  once  a  week."  Does  this  limit  the  publication  to 
a  particular  day  of  the  week  ?  If  the  notice  be  published  on  Mon* 
day,  is  it  fatal  to  omit  the  publication  until  Tuesday  the  week  suc- 
ceeding ?  The  object  of  the  notice  is  as  well  answered  by  such  a 
publication,  as  if  it  had  been  made  on  the  following  Monday. 

^^  A  week  is  a  definite  period  of  time,  commencing  on  Sunday 
and  ending  on  Saturday.  By  this  construction,  the  notice  in  this 
case  must  be  held  sufficient.  It  was  published  Monday,  January 
the  edxth,  and  omitted  until  Saturday,  January  the  eighteenth, 
leaving  an  interval  of  eleven  days ;  stiill,  the  publication  on  Satur- 
day was  within  the  week  suoceedmg  the  notice  of  the  sixth.  It 
would  be  a  most  rigid  construction  of  the  Act  of  Congress,  justified 
neither  by  its  spirit  nor  its  language,  to  say  that  this  notice  must 
be  published  on  any  particular  day  of  a  week.  If  published  once  a 
week,  for  three  months,  the  law  is  complied  with  and  its  object 
efiectuated."  Upon  other  points  in  this  case  this  opinion  has  no 
bearing. 

The  next  case  cited  by  Justice  Johnson  is  JEarly  v.  2>06,  (16 
How.  610)  where,  according  to  his  understanding  of  the  decision, 
the  Court  held  ^'  that  notice  of  a  tax  sale  once  in  each  week  for 
twelve  succesfflve  weeks  is  not  given  unless  the  first  notice  precede 
the  sale  eighty-four  days."  This  case  he  thinks  is  more  directly  in 
point  than  any  case  he  could  find.  If  the  Court  had  held  as  he 
says,  it  would  be  a  case  in  point  in  favor  of  his  views.  But  in  the 
case  referred  to  there  was  but  one  written  opinion  delivered  or 
reported,  and  that  is  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Wayne.  He  holds 
that  where  the  statute  requires  the  insertion  of  a  notice  in  a  news- 
paper ^^  once  in  each  week  for  (U  least  twelve  succesnve  weeks," 
the  first  insertion  must  be  at  least  eighty-four  days  before  the  sale. 
But  he  makes  the  whole  decision  rest  on  the  two  words  ^^  at  least," 
and  admits  that  if  those  words  were  omitted,  and  the  law  simply 
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read  ^^  once  in  each  week  for  twelye  successive  weeks/'  it  would 
require  an  entirely  different  interpretation.  I  quote  from  the  ofnn- 
ion,  a  few  sentences  in  advance  of  the  quotati<ni  made  by  my  asso- 
ciate: 

^<  We  do  not  doubt,  if  the  statute  had  been  *  once  in  each  week 
for  twelve  successive  weeks/  a  previous  notice  of  the  particular 
day  of  the  sale  having  been  ^ven  to  the  owner  of  the  property, 
that  it  might  very  well  be  concluded  that  twelve  notices  in  different 
succesnve  weeks,  though  the  last  insertion  of  the  notice  for  sale 
was  on  the  day  of  sale,  was  sufficient.  But  when  the  legislator  has 
used  the  words,  ^^  for  at  least  twelve  successive  weeks,''  we  cannot 
doubt  that  the  words  at  least,  as  they  would  do  in  common  par- 
lance, mean  a  duration  of  the  time  that  there  is  in  twelve  successive 
weeks,  or  eighty-four  days." 

This  law,  leaving  out  the  words  at  leoitj  is  precisely  similar  to 
the  law  I  am  considering.  Our  law  says  '^  once  a  week,"  this  law 
says  once  in  each  week.  There  is  no  substantial  difierence.  Our 
law,  in  the  last  part  of  it,  says  ^^  for  three  weeks,"  the  other  ^^  for 
twelve  successive  weeks."  Here  there  is  no  material  difference. 
This  law,  so  similar  to  our  own,  in  the  opinion  of  Justice  Wayne, 
with  the  words  '^  at  least "  left  out,  should  be  interpreted  just  as  I 
interpret  the  Nevada  law.  Although  this  opinion  directiy  sustains 
my  views,  I  do  not  consider  it  of  much  importance,  because  the 
whole  reasoning  of  Mr.  Justice  Wayne  in  this  case  is  singularly 
confused  and  unsatisfactory.  I  only  chum  it  is  not,  and  cannot  by 
any  possibility,  be  held  an  authority  agiunst  my  views.  I  do  not 
imderstand  the  words  at  least  to  have  any  such  significance  as  is 
attached  to  them  by  Justice  Wayne,  and  I  do  not  believe  that 
where  the  law  requires  an  advertisement  to  be  inserted  in  a  news- 
paper ^^  once  a  week  for  twelve  weeks  "  before  a  sale,  that  the  sale 
can  take  place  on  the  day  of  the  last  insertion.  If  so,  the  sale 
might  take  place  in  the  morning  of  the  day  of  the  last  publication 
and  the  paper  not  be  issued  until  the  afternoon. 

The  case  cited  fix>m  82  California  has  not  the  most  remote  bear- 
ing on  this  case,  or  any  pomt  arising  therein. 

To  recapitulate :  our  statute  requires  an  advertisement  to  be  in- 
serted in  a  newspaper  "  once  a  week  for  three  weeks."    The  case 
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cited  from  4  Peters,  849,  holds  clearly  that  ^^  once  a  week  "  for 
Hiree  months  means  each  biblical  week — ^that  is,  once  between  each 
Sunday  and  Saturday  night — and  that  the  particular  time  of  the 
week  makes  no  difference.  The  first  insertion  might  be  Monday, 
the  first  of  a  month,  and  the  second  Saturday,  the  thirteenth ;  the 
tiiird  Monday  the  fifteenth,  and  so  on  to  the  end  of  the  chapter. 

The  expression  ^^  once  a  week "  means  once  in  each  biblical 
week.  ^^  For  three  weeks,"  I  admit,  if  standing  alone,  might  mean 
either  for  twenly-one  days  or  for  three  biblical  weeks.  But  con* 
neeting  it  with  the  foregomg  part  of  the  sentence,  and  it  can  mean 
nothing  but  biblical  weeks.  The  sentence  then  may  be  interpreted 
to  read  thus :  shall  be  inserted  in  a  newspaper  once  in  each  biblical 
week  for  three  tffeeks.  That  is,  for  one  day  of  each  of  three  bi- 
blical weeks.  To  my  mind,  this  is  the  true  interpretation  pointed 
out  by  the  language  of  the  law  and  sustained  by  aU  the  authorities, 
so  far  as  they  bear  on  this  question.  There  is  no  connection 
between  this  part  of  the  law  and  that  which  requires  the  notices  to 
be  posted.  The  notices  are  not  required  to  be  posted  for  three 
weeks,  but  only  for  twenty  days. 

The  other  point  in  this  case  is  whether  the  testimony  supports 
the  finding  of  fact  by  the  Court  in  relation  to  the  posting  of  notices. 
The  Court  below  held  very  properly,  in  my  opinion,  that  the  intro- 
duction of  the  assessment  roll  was  all  the  evidence  that  the  law 
requires  to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  for  the  appellant.  The 
burden  of  proof  then  was  thrown  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  the 
tax  was  not  regularly  assessed.  The  Court  found,  as  a  matter  of 
fiict,  that  the  notice  of  the  election  was  not  posted  for  twenty  days 
prior  thereto  in  three  of  the  most  public  places  in  the  district. 

Where  the  law  requires  a  notice  to  be  posted  by  a  public  officer 
for  a  certain  length  of  time  before  any  act  is  done,  it  will,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  presume  the  officer  did  his  duty. 
In  this  case  it  is  admitted  that  the  proper  notices  were  posted,  that 
they  bear  date  the  fifteenth  of  July,  and  the  posting  was  in  time 
if  even  done  on  the  sixteenth  of  July.  But  it  is  claimed  the  proof 
shows  the  posting  was  not  done  until  after  the  sixteenth  of  July. 
In  my  opinion,  the  proof  does  not  show  any  such  fact ;  it  is  hardly 
sufficient  to  show  a  suspicion  that  such  may  have  been  the  case. 
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8.  E.  Jones,  one  of  the  School  Trustees,  first  testifies,  in  substance, 
that  he  was  appointed  to  post  and  have  published  the  notices  of 
election.  Hb  exact  language  in  regard  to  that  posting  was  as  fot 
lows :  ^^  Some  time  after  this  meeting  [the  meeting  when  he  was 
appointed  or  requested  to  give  the  notice]  I  think  on  the  fifteenth 
of  July,  1867,  the  day  the  notice  bears  date,  Mr.  Bence  and 
myself  prepared  the  notices ;  we  prepared  them  at  Empire  *  * 
A  short  time  after  notice  was  prepared-— don't  remember  the  day 
— ^Mr.  Bence,  who  was  going  down  the  river  for  the  purpose  of 
assessmg,  at  my  request,  took  with  him  and,  as  I  understood, 
posted  the  notices.  The  notice  was  not  posted  on  the  day  it  was 
prepared.  *  *  i  handed  copy  to  the  editor  of  the  Appeal 
for  pubUcation  myself.  I  think  I  handed  copy  to  Appeal  on  the 
evening  of  the  same  day,  or  on  the  day  after  the  notices  were 
posted  by  Bence."  This  is  all  the  testimony  in  relation  to  the  post- 
ing of  the  notices,  except  that  of  Mr.  Robinson,  which  I  will  notice 
presently. 

What  does  this  testimony  amount  to  when  analyzed  ?  Jones 
helped  to  prepare  the  notices ;  he  thinks  they  were  prepared  the 
day  they  were  dated.  This,  one  would  naturally  mippose  or  thinkj 
merely  from  the  date.  The  testimony  amounts  to  but  this :  he  did 
not  recollect  that  the  notices  were  either  ante-dated  or  post-dated.  It 
amounts  to  but  little  more.  He  knows,  too,  that  notices  were  not 
posted  the  day  they  were  written.  Now  this  is  all  his  testimony 
bearing  directiy  on  this  question.  A  reference  to  the  calendar 
(and  the  Court  may  always  take  judicial  notice  of  the  course  of 
time)  shows  that  the  fifteenth  of  July,  1867,  was  Monday.  If  the 
notices  were  written  on  Saturday  or  Sunday,  knowing  that  they 
could  or  would  not  be  posted  on  the  day  written,  nothing  would  be 
more  natural  than  to  post-date  them,  as  of  the  next  Monday. 
Business  men  in  preparing  notices  on  Sunday  to  be  used  the  next 
day  almost  always  date  them  as  of  Monday.  This  circumstance 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  called  to  the  attention  of  the  witness, 
and  probably  was  not  observed  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  either  by 
the  Court  or  counsel.  Yet,  in  my  mind,  it  is  a  strong  circumstance 
tencUng  to  show  the  witness  was  mistaken  in  supposing  the  notices 
were  dated  the  day  they  were  written.    But  even  if  (he  notices 
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were  written  as  well  as  dated  on  Monday  the  fifteenth,  the  witness 
onlj  says  they  were  not  posted  the  day  they  were  written.  He 
does  not  pretend  to  say  they  were  not  posted  the  next  day.  Then 
this  evidence  of  Jones,  unconnected,  is  clearly  insu£Scient  to  over- 
come the  legal  presamption  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  the  posting. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Robinson, 
connected  with  that  of  Mr.  Jones,  makes  a  stronger  case.  I 
cannot  so  see  it.  The  following  is  all  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Robin- 
son having  the  least  bearing  on  this  point:  ^^I  am  one  of  the 
publishers  of  the  Carson  Daily  Appeal ;  that  notice  [the  notice 
for  school  election]  was  inserted  in  the  Appeal  the  first  time  on 
the  nineteenth  day  of  July,  1867.  I  do  not  remember  when  it  was 
handed  in  for  publication,  though  I  think  it  was  on  the  eighteenth." 
Jones  says  he  handed  copy  of  notice  to  the  editor  of  the  Appeal 
himself.  He  iMnki  it  was  handed  to  the  Appeal  the  evening  of 
the  day  or  the  day  after  it  was  posted,  llie  last  legal  day  for 
posting  was  the  sixteenth.  If,  says  respondent,  Robinson  was  right 
in  thinking  that  the  notice  was  handed  in  to  the  Appeal  for  publi- 
cation on  the  eighteenth,  and  Jones  was  right  in  thinking  that  he 
handed  it  in  to  the  Appeal  the  day  or  the  day  after  Bence  put  up 
the  notices,  the  posting  must  have  been  as  late  as  the  seventeenth, 
which  was  one  day  too  late.  It  is  claimed  that  this  is  some  proof, 
and  if  there  is  any  proof  to  sustain  the  finding  it  must  be  upheld. 

In  the  first  place,  I  deny  that  this  is  any  proof  at  all.  The 
opinions  of  a  witness,  except  in  a  few  cases,  such  as  the  opinions  of 
experts,  etc.,  are  not  legal  evidence.  The  recollection  of  witnesses 
may  be.  The  language  used  by  Jones  is  not  certainly  what  ought 
to  have  been  used  to  be  perfectiy  satisfactory.  When  he  said,  / 
iMnk  I  handed  copy,  etc.,  if  he  meant  to  convey  the  idea  that  that 
was  his  recollection  of  the  time,  the  testimony  was  competent,  though 
the  most  accurate  language  to  convey  his  idea  was  not  used.  Tak- 
ing his  whole  language  together  this  is,  perhaps,  the  idea  he  meant 
to  convey.  This  testimony  may  be  entitled  to  its  due  weight,  but 
the  testimony  of  Mr.  Robinson  is  quite  difierent.  He  says  he  was 
^^  one  of  the  publishers ; "  he  does  not  say  he  was  '^  the  editor  "  of 
the  Appeal.  He  states  distinctly  he  does  not  remember  when  the 
notice  was  handed  in  for  publication.    He  thinks  it  was  the  eighth 
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eenth.  He  might  have  thought  it  was  the  eighteenth  because  some 
one  told  him  so.  This  would  not  be  evidence.  His  opinion,  when 
it  is  shown  clearly  it  was  not  based  on  memory  or  recoUection,  was 
not  evidence. 

But  this  is  not  the  only  objection  to  this  testimony.  Even  if  the 
cpiniam  of  these  two  witnesses  are  to  govern  in  such  a  case  the 
connecting  link  between  the  two  must  be  properly  supplied.  Jones 
does  not  say  eitiier  that  he  gave  the  notice  to  Robmson,  to  the  pub- 
lishers, or  either  of  the  publishers,  of  the  Appeal,  He  gave  it  to 
the  editor  of  the  Appeal.  Certunly  Mr.  Robinson  does  not  show 
that  he  was  the  editor  of  the  Appeal.  He  only  shows  that  he  was 
one  of  the  publishers.  The  evidence  does  not  show,  but  rather 
contradicts,  the  idea  of  the  notice  having  been  handed  to  Robinson. 
The  editor  of  the  Appeal  may  have  kept  the  notice  in  his  pocket 
for  several  days  before  Mr.  Robinson  or  any  of  the  publishers  saw 
it.  You  cannot  connect  the  testimony  of  Jones  and  Robinson  to 
prove  anything  in  regard  to  the  time  of  handing  in  the  notice,  with- 
out the  intermediate  link,  to  wit,  the  editor.  But  no  editor  is  in- 
troduced. Neither  is  Mr.  Bence,  who  posted  the  notices,  intro- 
duced. To  my  mind,  then,  there  is  an  utter  fiulure  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  to  prove  what  was  attempted  to  be  proved,  to  wit, 
that  notices  were  not  posted  for  twenty  days. 

Believing  there  is  no  legal  evidence  to  support  this  findbg,  I 
shall  not  go  into  any  minute  examination  of  how  far  this  Court  may 
go  in  weighing  the  testimony  upon  which  a  verdict  or  findmg  is 
given.  In  general  terms,  I  will  say,  the  Court  ought  not  to  sustain 
a  finding  of  any  particular  &ct  unless  there  is  sufficient  evidence 
to  produce  a  reasonable  presumption  of  its  truth  in  the  mind  of  a 
person  of  ordinary  intellect  and  capacity — especially  when  that  fact 
is  in  opposition  to  a  legal  presumption. 
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8.  Ratipication  op  Agent's  Unauthobized  Acts — ^Full  Kkowlbdob.  Though 
a  principal  receive  advantage  from  an  unauthorized  act  of  an  agent,  he  will  not 
be  held  to  ratify  it  unless  he  accept  the  advantage  with  full  knowledge  of  all 
the  material  facts  of  the  transaction.    YeUmo  Jacket  8.  M.  Co.  r.  Steveiuofiy  224. 
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4.  Agxsct — ^Ratification  bt  Implied  Approtal.  If  a  principal,  being  informed 
by  his  agent  that  an  act  has  been  done  on  his  behalf,  does  not  disapprove  of  it, 
but  requests  the  agent  to  do  something  further  respecting  the  same  transaction, 
he  ratifies  the  act  so  done  for  him.    Sherwood  v.  Sitaa,  849. 

5.  Action  bt  Aoint  aoainst  Principal — ^Txndkr  ov  Stock  Sold  bt  Agknt.  If 
an  agent,  having  stock  of  his  principal  in  his  hands  for  the  purchase  of  which 
he  has  advanced  the  money,  be  requested  to  sell  it,  and  he  does  so,  he  cannot 
be  required  to  make  a  tender  of  the  stock  to  the  principal  before  bringing  an 
action  against  him  for  any  loss  sustained  in  the  transaction.  Shenoood  v.  Sitsa^ 
849. 

6.  Principal  and  Agint — ^Advance  bt  Agent  for  Benefit  of  Principal.  If  an 
agent  advance  his  own  money  or  property  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal,  and 
the  principal  ratify  such  advance,  the  transaction  becomes  a  loan  dating  from 
the  time  of  the  advance,  and  the  principal  is  entitled  to  the  advantage  of  the 
advance  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  his  own  money  or  property.  Frederick  v. 
i7aa»,4889. 

Unauthorized  Lease  bt  President  of  Mining  Compant — see  Corporation,  8. 
Insurance  Agent — Extent  of  Authoritt — see  Insurance,  4. 


AMENDMENTS. 

1.  Amendments  should  be  liberallt  Allowed.  Courts  should  be  liberal  in 
allowing  amendments  to  defective  statements  on  motion  for  new  trial,  etc., 
and  should  themselves  suggest  them  whenever  a  defect  or  deficiency  is  ap- 
parent    Caldwdl  V.  Qttdy^  258. 

Appeal  from  Order  Refusing  Amendments  to  Statement  on  New  Trial — 
see  Appeals,  18. 

AMNESTY. 

1.  Amnestt,  What.  Amnesty  is  a  general  pardon  granted  to  a  class  of  persons 
by  law  or  proclamation ;  and  the  act  of  amnesty  in  such  case  is  as  properly  a 
pardon  as  if  simply  granted  to  an  individual  by  deed.    DanAee  v.  McKe^^  869. 

Power  of  President  of  United  States  to  Proclaim  Amnestt — see  United 
States,  8. 

APPEALS. 

1.  Errors  not  Propxrlt  Presented  will  not  be  Regarded.  Where  a  trans- 
cript on  appeal  in  a  criminal  case  contained  no  bill  of  exceptions  and  no  state- 
ment either  certified  by  the  Judge  or  agreed  to  by  the  attorneys :  Hddy  that 
there  was  nothing  for  the  consideration  of  the  Appellate  Court  but  the  indict- 
ment, the  minutes,  and  the  instructions.    SUxte  v.  WUeon^  48. 
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2.  Erbobs  not  Prbjudicial.  A  judgment  will  not  be  reversed  on  account  of 
error  in  an  inatruction  to  the  jury,  when  it  appears  that  the  instruction  could 
not  poBsiblj  have  injured  the  party  complaining  or  misled  the  jury  to  his 
pr^udice.    Boftifuon  v.  Imperial  SUver  liinmg  Company,  44. 

8.       No  RlYBBSAL  FOB  EbBOB  WlfXBB  JUDGMENT  CLEABLT  RlGHT.      A  VerdlCt  whlch 

is  undoubtedly  right  upon  the  eridence,  that  is,  so  clearly  right  that  if  it  were 
the  other  way  it  would  be  considered  contrary  to  the  evidence,  should  not  be 
set  aside  because  of  the  admission  of  improper  evidence  or  the  giving  of 
incorrect  instructions.    Rohinaion  v.  Imperial  Silver  Mimng  Company,  44. 

4.  Objections  fob  Dbtkct  or  Evidence  not  made  in  Coubt  biIow.  An  objec- 
tion on  account  of  a  defect  in  the  evidence,  which  would  have  been  proper 
when  the  evidence  was  produced,  but  might  have  been  removed  if  then  made, 
will  not  be  allowed  to  be  raised  for  the  first  tune  in  the  Appellate  Court  Hob- 
ineon  v.  Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company,  44. 

6.  Abbionment  or  Erbobs  in  Statement  on  Appeal.  A  statement  on  appeal 
must  contain  a  specific  statement  of  the  particular  errors  or  grounds  relied  on. 
Corbett  V.  Job,  201. 

6.  Matteb  Pbopbr  in  Statement  on  Appeal.  A  statement  on  appeal  may  con- 
tain all  matter  necessary  for  explanation  of  its  gh>unds  of  error,  (which  must  be 
specifically  stated)  such  as  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  findings  of  fact  and  conclu- 
sions of  law  when  not  made  part  of  the  judgment,  minutes  of  the  Court,  etc 
Corbea  v.  Job,  201. 

7.  Judgments  not  Disturbed  on  Meageb  Gbounds.  In  an  action  against  Buck- 
land  as  surviving  partner  of  the  firm  of  Buckland  &  Bethel,  it  appeared  in  evi- 
dence that,  in  addition  to  the  business  of  the  firm,  each  of  the  partners  was  also 
engaged  in  separate  business  on  his  own  account ;  that  Bethel,  being  about  to 
depart  for  San  Francisco  with  the  intention  of  laying  in  a  stock  of  goods  for 
the  firm,  Roney  delivered  to  him  a  package  of  United  States  treasury  notes 
and  securities ;  that  on  his  way  to  San  Francisco  Bethel  lost  his  life;  that  after 
Bethel's  death,  Roney  endeavored  to  collect  his  claim  from  his  estate ;  and  it 
did  not  appear  what  had  become  of  the  notes  and  securities  after  their  delivery 
to  Bethel :  Hdd,  that  the  evidence  to  show  a  delivery  to  or  for  the  firm  was 
too  meager  to  justify  a  disturbance  of  the  finding  of  the  Court  below  in  favor 
of  the  defendant    Honey  v.  BuekUmd,  219. 

8.  Objection  that  Findings  abe  Contbabt  to  Evidence.  Where  the  ground  of 
an  appeal  is  that  the  findings  of  fact  are  contrary  to  the  evidence,  the  burden 
of  showing  error  is  upon  the  appellant,  and  a  meager  showing  is  not  sufficient 
Honey  v.  Buckland,  219. 

9.  Pbbjudicial  Ebbob  only  Available  on  Appeal.  Though  improper  evidence 
may  be  admitted  on  the  trial  of  a  case,  yet  if  its  admission  could  in  no  wise 
iqjure  the  opposite  party,  he  has  no  cause  of  complaint  therefor— no  error, 
except  such  as  may  have  prejudiced  appellant's  case,  being  available  on  appeal. 
Todman  v.  Furdy,  288. 


INDEX.  445 


10.  No  Appeal  on  Findings  except  bt  Statement,  findings  are  no  portion  of 
the  judgment  roll,  nor  is  there  any  statutory  provision  for  their  introduction  into 
the  transcript  on  appeal  under  a  Clerk's  certificate ;  they  must  therefore  be 
brought  up,  if  at  all,  by  means  of  a  statement ;  and  if  not  so  brought  up  they 
cannot  be  considered.     Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company  v.  BanioWy  262. 

11.  Becord  on  Appeal  prom  Order'  granting  or  refusing  New  Trial.  On  ap- 
peal from  an  order  granting  or  refusing  a  new  trial,  the  Appellate  Court  is  con- 
fined in  its  investigations  to  the  record  used  on  the  motion  in  the  Court  below. 
Caldwell  v.  Oreely,  258. 

12.  Appeal  prom  Proceedings  subsequent  to  Argument  on  Motion  for  New 
Trial.  Proceedings  occurring  after  the  argument  on  motion  for  new  trial  can 
be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Appellate  Court  only  by  means  of  a  state- 
ment on  appeal  setting  them  out     CaUhoeU  v.  Oredy,  258. 

18.  Appeal  from  Order  refusing  Amendment  to  Statement  on  New  Trial. 
Where,  ai'ter  argument  on  motion  for  new  trial,  a  motion  was  made  to  amend 
the  statement,  which  was  refused,  and  the  transcript  on  appeal  contained  no 
further  statement  than  that  used  on  the  motion  for  new  trial :  Held^  that  the 
merits  of  the  application  to  amend  could  not  be  inquired  into  by  the  Appellate 
Court.     CaldweU  v.  Oreely,  258. 

14.  Points  Involved  on  Appeal  from  New  Trial  Order.  All  points  which 
could  be  urged  in  the  Court  below  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  either  for  or 
against  it,  including  objections  to  the  statement,  may  be  raised  on  appeal  from 
the  order  granting  or  refusing  it  without  any  further  statement  MeWiUiama 
V.  Hertchman^  268. 

.15.  Appeal  on  Conflict  of  Evidence.  A  judgment  will  not  be  set  aside  by  the 
Supreme  Court  on  the  ground  of  being  contrary  to  the  evidence,  where  there 
appears  to  be  a  conflict  of  evidence,  unless  there  be  such  a  decided  preponder- 
ance against  it  as  to  create  a  conviction  that  it  was  the  result  of  mistake  or 
misconduct     Covinffion  v.  Becker ,  281. 

16.  Errors  of  Transcription  in  Record  on  Appeal.  On  an  appeal  in  a  criminal 
case,  where  it  was  plain  from  the  context  that  the  charge  to  the  jury  as  con- 
tained in  the  transcript  was  not  correctly  transcribed :  Eddy  that  the  Appellate 
Court  had  no  alternative  but  to  accept  it  as  given  in  the  form  in  which  it 
appeared  in  the  record.    State  v.  MeOinnitj  887. 

17.  Statement  not  containing  all  the  Evidence.  A  verdict  will  not  be  set 
aside  as  bdng  unsupported  by  the  evidence,  where  the  statement  does  not 
affirmatively  show  that  it  embodies  all  the  material  evidence  bearing  upon  the 
facts  found  in  the  verdict    Sherwood  v.  Siua^  849. 

18.  Presumptions  in  favor  of  Instructions  given.  It  will  be  presumed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  on  appeal,  unless  the  contrary  be  shown,  that  all  instructions 
given  by  the  District  Court  to  the  jury  were  pertinent  to  the  issues  and  the 
evidence.    Sfuraood  v.  Sitta,  849. 
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19.  PusuMFTioNS  AQAiNST  Instsdotioks  Revubbd.  If  an  inatniction  be  refused, 
which,  under  uny  state  of  facts,  would  be  correct,  and  it  be  shown  to  be 
pertinent  to  the  issues,  such  refusal  is  error;  but  if  the  instruction  would  be 
incorrect  under  som^  state  of  facts,  and  it  be  not  shown  that  such  was  not  the 
case,  it  will  be  preaiuned  to  be  incorrect,  as  applied  to  the  case  made  out 
Sherwood  y.  Sissa,  S49. 

20.  Objbctionb  hot  taxin  below  mot  atailablb  in  Appkluite  Coubt.  On  ap- 
peal from  an  award  of  compensation  for  land  taken  for  railroad  purposes,  objec- 
tions that  the  commissioners  did  not  meet  at  the  time  fixed,  and  did  not  file 
their  report  within  the  period  allowed  by  the  Ck)urt,*cannot  be  taken  for  the  first 
time  in  the  Appellate  Ck)urt.     Virgima  db  Truekee  BaUroad  Co.  t.  EUwU^  858. 

21.  Appeal  on  Gbouno  of  Yxbuct  Against  Etidxncw — Conflict  of  Tbstimont. 
An  Appellate  Court  will  not  disturb  the  verdict  of  a  jury  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  not  supported  by  the  eyidence,  if  there  is  a  material  conflict  in  the  evi- 
dence and  there  is  some  substantial  testimony  to  support  it  SUxte  ▼.  TeUow 
Jacket  Company,^  416. 

■ 

Appeal  as  to  Allowance  to    Ezecutobs  fob   Repaibs,  Expenses,  &c. — 
see  ExscuTOBS,  ^,  8,  6. 

Findings  equivalent  to  Yebdict,  on  Appeal — see  Findings,  2. 

Appeal  fbom  New  Tbial  Obdeb — Fatal  Defects  in  Stateicents — see  New 
Tbial,4. 

Distinction  as  to  Weight  of  Evidence  on  New  Tbial  and  on  Appeal — 
see  New  Tbial,  7. 

Waiveb  of  Ebbobs  to  be  shown  bt  Pabtt  claiming  Waiveb — see  Wait- 

EB,  1. 

APPOINTMENT. 

Appointment  to  New  County  Offices— ^ee  Offices  and  Offickbs,  1. 

Appointment  to  Office  bt  both  Legislatube  and  Govxbnob— -see  Offices 
AND  Officsbs,  2. 

Appointment  to  take  effect  at  Futube  Day — see  Offices  and  Officebs,  3. 


APPRAISERS. 

Objections  to  Appbaisebs  not  valid  against  Executobs*  Accounts — see 
Pbobate,  4. 

APPROPRUTIONS. 

■ 

I .     Appbopbiation  in  Anticipation  of  Receipt  of  Public  Revenue.    The  public 
revenues  may  be  appropriated  by  the  Legislature  in  antidpation  of  their 
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receipt,  as  is  done  in  the  Legislative  Fond  Act  of  1869,  (Stats.  1869,  54)  and 
it  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  such  an  appropriation  that  funds  to  meet 
it  should  be  in  the  treasury.    A$h  v.  Farkinaon,  16. 

Appropriations  of  Lani)  and  Watxr — see  Lands,  2. 

TowN-eiTK  Appropriations — see  Lands,  8. 

Appropriation   of  Riobt  of  Wat  not  an  Appropriation  of  Tract   of 
Land— see  Notice,  1. 

ARGUMENT. 

Admission  of  Counsel  in  Arqument — see  Attorneys,  1. 

ASSESSMENTS. 

PATifENT  OF  Assessments  on  Mining  Stocks  bt  Executors — see  Probate,  6. 
Assessments  for  Taxes — see  Taxes,  1,  2,  4,  6,  8,  9,  10. 

ASSIGNMENT  OF  ERRORS. 

Assignment  of  Errors  in  Statement  on  Appeal — see  Appeals,  6, 6. 

Assignment  of  Error  as  to  Judge*s  Charge  as  an  Entirety — see  New 
Trial,  1. 

Assignment  of  Errors  in  Statement  on  New  Trial— see  New  Trial,  8, 
4,  6,  6. 

ATTACHMENT. 
Attachment  of  Cord-wood  Cut  under  Contract — see  Contracts,  1. 

ATTORNEYS. 

1.  Admissions  of  Counsel  in  Argument.  Upon  a  grave  question  involving  the 
public  interest,  the  mere  admission  of  counsel  will  not  relieve  the  Court  from 
its  consideration.    Aah  v.  ParkiniKm,  16. 

Counsel  Fees  as  Damages  on  Injunction  Bonos — see  Injunction,  2. 

AUDITOR. 

1.  County  Warrants  issued  not  affected  by  Subsequent  Injunction.  An 
injunction,  to  restrain  the  issuance  of  warrants  by  a  County  Auditor,  cannot 
affect  parties  interested  in  warrants  already  issued  by  him.    Webder  v.  JPUh,  190. 

Powers  of  Auditor  as  to  Payment  for  Roads  and  Bridges — see  Roads 
AND  Bridges,  1. 
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BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  SiTSPBNSioH  OF  LiOAL  Progekoihgs  bt  Bankruptct.  The  BuspeDsioii  of  legal 
proceedings  against  a  person  declared  a  bankrupt,  as  provided  for  by  the 
United  States  bankrupt  law,  does  not  affect  or  modify  his  obligations,  but  only 
temporarily  suspends  the  remedy  for  their  enforcement.  Tinkum  ▼.  CNeaiey 
98. 

Continuance  whxbe  Joint  Dkbtor  declaskd  Bankbupt — see  Joint  Debt- 
ors, 1. 

aorion  against  partner  where  copartner  discharged  in  bankruptcy — 
see  Partnership,  8. 


BOARD  OF  EQUALIZATION. 

1.  Board  or  Equalization  or  Special  and  Limited  Jurisdiction.  The  Board 
of  Equalization  is  of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction,  and  its  record  must  show 
affirmatively  the  necessary  jurisdictional  facts.  State  t.  Ccunty  C<nnmiagumen 
of  Washoe  County,  317. 

2.  Equalization — ^Reduction  or  Assessments.    Under  the  Revenue  Act  of  1866 
(Stats,  of  1866,  168,  Sec.  16)  the  Board  of  Equalization  has  no  power  to  re- 
duce an  assessment  when  the  person  complaining  has  refused  to  give  the  asses- 
sor a  statement  under  oath  of  his  property.     State  v.  County  Commiationen  of 
Washoe  County,  817. 

DirPERENOE     RETWEEN     EQUALIZING     BOARD    OP    COUNTT     COMMISSIONERS    AND 

Board  or  Equalization — see  Countt  Commissioners,  1. 
Equalization  or  Taxes  bt  County  Commissioners — see  Taxes,  8,  9,  10. 


BOARD  OF  EXAMINERS. 

1.  Functions  or  Board  or  Examiners.  The  institution  of  the  Board  of  Examin- 
ers was  not  intended  as  a  check  on  legislative  extravagance,  but  to  secure,  as  a 
pre-requisite  to  legislative  action,  an  examination  of  such  dums  as  require 
such  action  upon  them  as  claims — ^not  creative  action,  but  adoptive  or  rejective 
action.    Ash  v.  Parkinson,  16. 

2.  Concurrence  or  Examiners  and  Controller.  So  fiir  as  the  examination  of 
claims  against  the  State  is  concerned,  the  Board  of  Examiners  assist  the 
Controller,  acting  concurrently ;  but  they  do  not  deprive  him  of  his  constitu- 
tional power  or  any  portion  of  it.  Each  moves  in  a  designated  sphere — all 
tending  to  the  desired  result:  the  protection  of  the  revenues  of  the  State. 
Lewis  V.  Doron,  899. 
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CONSTITUnONAL  GULUSI  AS  TO  BOABp  OF  ExJLMnfXBS— 866  CONSTITUTION,  4. 

Claims  allowed  bt  EzAiiiirxBS  to  be  prisbntkd  to  Controllxr — b66  Claims 

AGAINST  StATI,  1. 

Examining  Pownts  or  Examinbbs  and  Contbolldi — b66  Constitution,  21. 
Incidental  Ezpbkses  or  Lboislaturi — see  Lbgislatubb,  4,  6. 


BONDS. 

Damages  on  Injunction  Bonds — se6  Injunchon,  2. 

Ormsbt    County    Railroad    Bonds.  Act    Constitutional  —  see    Obmsbt 
County,  1. 

County  Bonds  roE  Railroad  Aj]>— see  Railroads,  8. 

Taxation  roR  Interest  of  Unissued  County  Bonds — see  Taxes,  6, 

Interest  on  Virginia  City  BoNDS^-see  Virginia  City,  2. 


CASES  APPROVED. 

1.  Staininoer  v.  Andrews,  (4  Nev.  59)  to  the  effect  that  a  person  claiming  public 
land  should  be  deemed* hi  tlyi  actual  possession  of  all  within  his  marked  bound- 
aries Vhile  diligently  p^secuiing  the  work  necessary  to  subject  it  to  his  do- 
minion or  control,  cited  with  approval  Hobinton  v.  Imperial  Siher  Mining 
Cwnpany,  44. 

2.  Ex  Parte  Crandall,  (1  Ker.  294)  as  to  the  point  that  the  authority  of  Con- 
gress to  regulate  commerce  between  the  States  is  not  exclusive  but  paramount 
when  exercised,  approved.  Waiem  Union  TeL  Co.  v.  AtlanUe  and  P,  8.  Td. 
Co.,  102. 

8.  LuciCB  V.  Hedin,  (8  Nev.  98)  to  the  effect  that  a  decree  of  settlement  of  the 
accounts  •f  an  executor  or  administrator  closed  all  fiirther  investigation  in 
respect  to  all  accounts  allowed,  except  where  some  error  or  mistake  appeared 
upon  the  record,  approved.    SktaU  of  MUUnoviehf  161. 

4.  Richards  v.  Howard,  (2  Nev.  128)  and  Corbett  v.  Job  ei  a/.,  {anUj  201)  on 
the  point  that  findings  will  not  be  considered  on  appeal  unless  embodied  in  a 
statement,  approved.    Imperial  8.  M,  Co,  v.  Santow,  252. 

6.  Rankin  v.  New  England  and  Nevada  Co.,  (4  Nev.  78)  and  Yellow  Jacket 
Silver  Mining  Co.  v.  Stevenson,  (ante,  224)  as  to  the  rule  touching  the  liabili- 
ties of  corporations  upon  contracts,  approved.  SUU  v.  Central  Padfie  Bail* 
iroad  Co.,  255. 

80 
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CASES  OYEBRULED. 

1.  CfiOLL^s  F0TO61  Co.  V.  Kknhxdt,  (S  Nev.  861)  in  bo  far  as  it  expresses  an 
opuiion  that  a  foreign  corporation  is  entitled  to  ayail  itself  of  the  bar  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  in  an  action  concerning  real  property,  disapproTed  and 
declared  not  the  decision  of  the  Court  Jiohinson  y.  Imperial  l^ver  Mwmg 
Companfff  44. 

2.  GfiosmA  V.  HiTiiT  r  alb.,  in  bo  far  as  it  expresses  an  opinion  as  to  the  ne- 
cessity of  filing  a  copy  of  surrey  with  the  Surveyor-General  under  the  Statutes 
of  1862,  (Utah  Stats.  1862,  176)  disapprored  and  declared  not  the  decision 
of  the  Court    JRolnnM>n  y.  Imperial  Silver  Jliininff  Company^  44. 

8.  Stati  v.  Watebmah,  (1  Not.  648)  in  so  far  as  it  expresses  an  opinion  that  the 
rule  there  held,  to  the  effect  that  a  defendant  in  a  prosecution  tor  robbery  is 
not  required  to  produce  preponderating  proof  to  establish  the  facts  of  his 
defense,  does  not  apply  in  cases  of  homicide,  disapproyed.  StaU  y.  MeCluer^ 
182. 

4.  H00PI8  tf.  Mktzb  (1  Ney.  488)  and  Gillio,  Hott  k  Co.  v.  Tmt  Lakb  Bio- 
UEB  Road  Company,  (2  Ney.  214)  on  the  point  that  a  statement  is  not  required 
to  specifically  state  the  errors  relied  on,  disapproyed.     Corbett  y.  t/b6, 201. 


CERTIFICATE. 
Obbtxvicati  or  Susyir  vndbb  Utah  Statuti— see  CoNsririnioM,  9,  10. 


CERTIORARI. 

1.  Cbbtiobabz — ^PBoyiNGB  or  THB  Wbit.  The  proyince  of  the  writ  of  certiorari 
extends  only  to  the  question  of  jurisdictional  power.  8taU  y.  CovmJ^  CniMni»> 
MMMTt  of  Wathoe  CouiMbf^  817. 


CHARGE. 

1.  ImntiTonovB  not  Applioablb  to  Cabi.  It  is  no  error  to  refuse  an  instruo- 
tion  which  is  correct  abstractly  considered,  when  it  is  not  applicable  to  the 
oircomBtBDoeB  of  the  case.    Stale  y.  Ah  Loi^  99. 

1  CBABoa  nRDnro  10  Kiiuad  Jurt  in  Criicinal  Tbiaib.  Any  ambiguity  in 
thechiige  in  a  criminal  case  ^hich  may  haye  a  tendency  to  mislead  the  jury 
aboald  entitle  the  Bocoaed  to  a  new  trial;  for  eyery  peiaon  charged  with  a 
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public  offense  has  the  right  to  have  the  evidence  weighed  by  the  jury  unin- 
fluenced by  the  opinion  of  the  Judge  respecting  it — in  all  respects  to  have  a 
fair  and  impartial  trial,  free  from  every  pr^udicial  irregularity,  and  from  every- 
thing which  may  so  involve  the  case  as  to  render  it  difficult  or  impossible  for 
the  jury  to  arrive  at  an  inteUigent  conclusion.    State  v.  McOmwU,  887. 

Erronious  Instructions  which  do  no  Prejudioi — see  Appcals,  2,  8. 
Errors  in  Transoribing  Ghargb  for  Appeal  Rscord— see  Appials,  16. 
Prcsumptions  in  favor  of  Instructions  Givrn — see  Appials,  18. 

PRSSUICFTIONS  AGAINffT  INSTRUCTIONS  RlFUSKD — SCO  APPEALS,  19. 

Ghargi  IN  Oeiicinal  Cask  Ignoring  Criminal  Intknt — see  Licknsis,  1. 
Assignment  of  Errors  as  to  Charge— see  New  Trials^  1. 

CLAIMS  AGAINST  STATE. 

1.  Claim  allowed  bt  Examiners  to  be  presented  to  Controller.  Where  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  State  Printing  Commissioners  had  a  claim  for  his 
services  passed  upon  and  allowed  by  the  Board  of  Examiners,  but  omitted  to 
have  it  audited  by  the  Controller ;  and  the  latter,  for  that  reason,  refused  to 
issue  his  warrant  upon  the  treasury  for  the  amount  so  allowed :  Hdd,  that  it 
was  necessary  to  show  a  presentation  of  the  claim  for  allowance  to  the  Con- 
troller ;  and  that,  without  such  showing,  the  Controller  would  not  be  compelled 
by  mandamua  to  issue  his  warrant.    Lewit  v.  Donmt  899. 

Functions  of  Board  of  Examiners  as  to  Claims — see  Board  of  Examin- 
ers, 1. 

Constitutional  **  Claim  Against  the  State  "^4ee  Constitution,  6. 

Constitutional  Duties  of  Controller  as  to  Claims  against  the  State — 
see  Constitution,  19. 

Power  of  Controller  to  Audit  Claims  Against  State — see  Controller,  1. 

Incidental  Expenses  of  Legislature — see  Legislature,  4,  5. 

CLERK. 

Transfer  of  Reoosds  and  Suits  from  Lander  to  White  Pine  County  bt 
Clerk — see  Mandamus,  1. 

Nboleot  of  Clerks  to  emtbb  Ordebs — see  Beoord,  1. 

COMMERCE. 

TeLIGEAPHIO     OOMtfVNIGATIOH     METWEEil     StaTH     **OoMMKR01**— SeO    TbLB- 
ttAPi,  1. 
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COHMISSI0KER& 

ComnssioNKRS  or  County — see  ConirrT  Commissioners. 

SmiNO  AsiDB  Report  op  Railroad  Commissioners — see  Railroads,  5. 

Valuation  op  Land  bt  Railroad  Commissioners — see  Railroads,  7,  8. 

CONSIDERATION. 

Resulting  Trust — Purchase  op  Land  bt  One,  Consideration  bt  Another 
— see  Trusts,  1. 

Time   op   Adtancino    Consideratidn   to   Create   Resulting   Trust — see 
Trusts,  2,  4. 

Resulting  Trust — ^Adtance  op  Consideration  in  Chattels — see  Trusts,  8. 

CONSTITUTION. 

1.  Constitutional  Clause  as  to  General  and  Uniporm  Laws.  TheLe^sUtire 
Fund  Act  of  1869  (Stats.  1869,  64)  does  not  riolate  the  constitutional  clause 
providing  for  general  and  uniform  laws  where  they  can  be  made  applicable, 
(Const.,  Art.  IV,  Seo.  21)  because  no  general  law  could  be  made  applicable  to 
its  subject  matter.    Aah  y.  Parkiruon,  16. 

2.  Constitutional  Clause  as  to  Public  Debt  op  State.  The  LegislatiTe  Fund 
Act  of  1869  was  not  in  yiolaUon  of  the  constitutional  proTision  against  con- 
tracting a  public  debt  exceeding  three  hundred  thousand  dollars,  (Const.,  Art. 
IX,  Sec.  8)  though  then  there  was  a  public  debt  to  that  amount,  for  the  reason 
that  the  Act  did  not  create  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution. 
Aah  T.  Parkiiuon^  16. 

3.  Interest  on  '*  Fixed  Compensation  "  op  Legislators.  The  Legislative  Fund 
Act  of  1869,  (Stats.  1869,  64)  in  so  far  as  it  provides  for  interest  on  warrants 
drawn  for  the  pay  of  Legislators,  is  not  repugnant  to  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision regarding  a  fixed  compensation  to  members  of  the  Legislature,  (Const, 
Art  IX,  Sec.  88)  for  the  reason  that  the  interest,  if  any  accrues,  is  to  be  paid 
not  as  compensation  for  services  but  as  damages  for  delay.  Aah  v.  Parkin- 
$9n,  16. 

4.  Constitutional  Clause  as  to  Board  op  Examiners — ^Pay  op  Legislators. 
The  Legislative  Fund  Act  of  1869  is  not  repugnant  to  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision as  to  the  Board  of  Examiners,  (Const,  Art.  Y,  Sec  21)  nor  do  the  claims 
therein  provided  for  require  action  by  such  Board.    Ash  v.  Parkiiuon^  16. 

6.  Constitutional  **  Claim  Against  the  State.*'  A  *'  clum  against  the  State," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  (Art.  V,  Sec.  21)  is  a  demand  by  some 
one  other  than  the  State  against  it  for  money  or  property ;  but  when  a  claim 
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orighuteB  with  the  State  or  in  its  behalf,  and  cotemporaneously  with  its  origin, 
means  and  manner  of  payment  are  provided  as  in  case  of  a  bond,  it  does  not 
then  constitute  a  claim  proper  against  the  State,  but  a  liquidated  and  legalized 
demand  against  the  treasury.     Afh  v.  Parkhuony  16. 

6.  White  Pine  County  Act  does  not  **  Regulate  Elections.*^  The  Act  creat- 
ing White  Pine  County  and  providing  for  its  organization  (Stats.  1869, 108)  does 
not  regulate  the  election  of  county  and  township  officers,  and  is  therefore  not 
repugnant  to  section  twenty,  of  article  four  of  the  Constitution.  Clarke  v. 
Irwitiy  111. 

7.  Meaning  of  "  Applicability  of  Gbnebal  Laws  *'  in  Constitution.  A  general 
law,  to  be  "  applicable"  in  the  sense  in  which  the  word  is  used  in  section 
twenty-one  of  article  four  of  the  Constitution,  must  answer  the  just  purpose 
of  legislation,  that  is,  best  subserve  the  interest  of  the  people  of  the  State,  or, 
such  class  or  portion  as  the  particular  legislation  is  intended  to  affect.  Clarke 
V.  Irtnfiy  111. 

8.  Election  of  White  Pine  County  Officers.  The  White  Pine  County  Act 
(Stats.  1869,  108^  does  not  violate  secdon  thirty-two  of  article  four  of  the 
Constitution,  requiring  county  officers  to  be  elected  by  the  people.  Clarke  v. 
irtrtn,  111. 

9.  Meaning  of  "  Vacant  "  is  Constitution.  There  is  no  technical  or  peculiar 
meaning  in  the  word  "  vacant,"  as  used  in  section  eight  of  article  five  of  the 
Constitution ;  it  means  empty,  imoccupied,  without  an  incumbent ;  and  it 
applies  to  new  offices  never  filled,  as  well  as  to  old  ones  vacated  by  death, 
resignation,  or  otherwise.     Clarke  v.  Irwitiy  111. 

10.  Constitutional  Construction.  Section  two  of  the  Act  of  1869,  providing  for 
the  transfer  of  certain  records  and  suits  from  the  county  seat  of  Lander  County 
to  the  county  seat  of  White  Pine  County,  (Stats.  1869,  187)  though  local  and 
special  in  its  nature,  does  not  provide  for  changing  the  Tenue  in  any  case,  and 
is  therefore  not  in  conflict  with  section  twenty  of  article  four  of  the  Const!, 
tution.     Hooten  v.  McKinney,  194. 

11^"  Municipal  Purposes,"  what.  The  words  "  municipal  purposes  only,*'  as  used 
in  section  one,  article  six,  of  the  Constitution,  restrict  the  jurisdiction  to  be 
exercised  by  Municipal  Courts  to  such  matters  as  relate  to  the  affairs  of  the 
incorporated  cities  or  towns  where  alone  they  are  authorized  to  be  established. 
Meagher  v.  C<nmiy  of  Storey^  244. 

12.  Meaning  of  "  Loaning  Credit."  To  allow  a  county  to  loan  its  credit  to  a  rail- 
road company  (Const.,  Art.  YIII,  Sec.  10)  is  virtually  allowing  a  donation, 
because  the  right  to  loan  its  credit  must  involve  the  right  to  pay  any  liabilities 
which  may  be  incurred  by  that  means.     Oibnon  v.  Maaon^  288. 

18.  Meaning  OF  "Due  Process  of  Law."  By  "  due  process  of  law,"  as  used  in 
section  eight  of  article  one  of  the  Constitution,  is  meant  such  general  legal 
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fonns  and  course  of  proceedings  as  were  known  dther  to  the  common  ]«w,  or 
as  were  generally  recognized  in  this  country  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution.     Oiba<m  t.  ifoton,  268. 

14.  Mkaniho  or  **  For  Assbssiunt  ahd  CoLUcnoN  or  Taxes."  The  word  "  for  " 
in  section  twenty  of  article  four  of  the  Constitution,  which  inhibits  local  or 
special  laws  "  for  the  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes,"  means  *'  with  respect 
to,"  or  "  with  regard  to."     Oibttm  y.  Jfiuon,  288. 

16.  Constitutional  Constbvction — ^Rkmotal  or  Judges  raov  Orncs.  As  the  Con- 
stitution (Art  VII,  Sec.  8)  provides  for  the  removal  from  office  of  Judges  in  a 
certain  manner  by  the  Legislature,  such  provision  is  exclusive  and.  prohibitory 
upon  the  Legislature  of  other  means  for  such  removal.  O'Neale  v.  MeCltnton^ 
829. 

16.  Constitution — ^Power  to  Appoint  Railroad  Commissioners.  On  objection 
made  that  the  appointment  of  commissioners  to  fix  compensation  for  land  taken 
for  railroad  purposes  was  a  matter  pertaining  under  the  Constitution  to  the  execu- 
tive, and  could  not  be  exerciped  by  the  judicial  department:  Held^  that,  as  the 
Constitution  does  not  point  out  the  manner  in  which  private  property  shall  be 
taken,  the  Legislature  has  the  power  to  prescribe  any  method  which  will  pro- 
duce a  just  and  fair  result,  and  that  there  was  no  more  reason  why  the  com- 
missioners should  be  appointed  by  the  executive  than  by  the  judiciary.  Viv' 
ginia  d  JVitckm  EaUroad  Co,  v.  EUioU,  858. 

If.  Statutes  taking  awat  Constitutional  Rights  in  ErrxcT.  A  statute  which 
makes  the  enjoyment  of  a  constitutional  right  depend  upon  an  impossible  con- 
dition or  upon  the  doing  of  that  which  cannot  legally  be  done,  is  equivalent  to 
an  absolute  denial  of  the  right  under  any  condition :  the  effect^  and  not  the 
language  of  the  statute  in  such  case,  must  determine  its  constitutionality. 
Davies  v.  MeKeAy^  869. 

J  8.  Ordinary  Sense  and  Import  or  Words.  The  Constitution  is  to  be  construed 
in  the  ordinary  sense  and  usage  of  language,  literally,  unless  some  apparent 
absurdity,  or  obvious  and  manifest  violation  of  the  sense  of  the  instrument,  or 
unmistakable  intent  of  its  framers,  forbids,    Lewu  v.  Doron^  899. 

19.  CoHfnxTUTiONAL  DuTiES  or  Co^itroller.  The  official  name  of  "  State  Con- 
troller," as  used  in  the  Constitution,  implies  recognized  duties  appurtenant 
thereto,  and  means  a  supervising  officer  of  revenue — among  whose  duties  is 
the  final  auditing  and  settling  of  all  claims  against  the  State.  Lewis  v.  Donm, 
899. 

^.  Debates  or  Constitutional  Contention.  In  the  examination  of  constitutional 
questions,  the  debates  of  the  constitutional  convention  may  be  consulted,  as 
throwing  light  upon  the  subject;  but  they  are  not  authoritative  nor  of  any 
binding  effect— it  having  been  the  text  only  that  was  adopted.  Xewu  v. 
Doroft,  899. 
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SI.  ExAMiHUio  P0WKB8  or  EzAMiHBiui  AMD  CoMTROLLER.  As  the  GoDStltation  pro- 
Tides  that  **D0  claims  against  the  State  (except  salaries  or  compensation  of 
officers,  fixed  by  law)  shall  be  passed  upon  by  the  Legislature,  without  having 
been  considered  and  acted  upon  by  said  Board  of  Examiners,"  (Const.,  Art. 
y,  Sec.  21)  it  follows  that  the  constitutional  power  of  the  Controller  to  examinie 
such  claims  must  be  exercised,  subject  to  such  examination  by  the  Examiners. 
Letm  ▼.  DoroHy  899. 

GONBTITUTION  AUTHOBIZIS  LeGIBLATITI  ExPSHSIS — BOO  LlOISLATUBB,  2. 
LXOISLATITI  POWXB  TO  APPROPBIATB  MOKXT — SCO  LXOISLATURX,  8. 

MxANiMo  or  **ELScnoM**  and  ''Elxctiom  bt  the  Pkoplb'*  in  CoNsrrruTxoii 
— see  Elections,  1. 

LxoiSLATiTB  Power  as  to  Aiding  Railboads-— eee  Lbgiblatube,  12. 
Appointments  to  New  OrricES  ob  Vacancies — see  OrriCES  and  OmcsBS,  1. 

OONffriTUTIONALITT  Or  ACT8    IN  ISSUS    THOUGH  InDIBXCT  TbIAL    Or  RiOHT  TO 

OmoE — see  OrricES  and  OrriCERS,  5.  ^ 

Beoistbt  Law  Oath  IJnoonstittttional — see  Reoistbt  Law,  2. 

Pbesuhptions  in  rAYOB  or  Constitutionalitt  or  Statutes — see  Statutes,  8. 

Constitutionality  or  White  Pine  County  Act— -see  White  Pine  County, 
1,2. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

1.  Presumption  or  Constitutionality  or  Statutes.  The  presumptions  are  always 
in  favor  of  the  rightful  exercise  of  the  law-maldng  power,  and  a  statute  will 
be  sustained  if  there  be  any  reasonable  doubt  of  its  unconstitutionality.  Ath 
r.  Farkifuon^  15. 

2.  Constitutional  Language — ^Pbeyious  Constbuction  by  otheb  States.  Where 
language  is  employed  in  the  Constitution  similar  to  the  language  in  the  Con- 
stitution of  other  States,  which  had  previously  received  judicial  interpretation, 
the  legal  presumption  arises  that  the  language  is  used  with  reference  to  such 
interpretation.    AtA  v.  Farkummy  15. 

8.  Policy  and  Expediency  or  Statutes.  With  the  question  of  the  poHoy  or  expe- 
diency of  a  statute  the  judicial  department  has  nothing  to  do ;  in  that  regard 
the  Legislature  is  supreme.    Aah  v.  Fitrlantony  16. 

4.  Abuse  or  Poweb  no  Aboument  Against  its  Existence.  That  a  power  may 
be  abused  is  no  argument  against  either  its  existence  or  Its  exercise.  Ath  v. 
Farkmatm^  15. 

5.  Constitutional  Intebpbetation — Cotempobanbous  Legislation.  In  constitu- 
tional interpretation  coten^ioraneotts  legislation  is  always  considered  of  foroe. 
Aih  V.  Farhin»ony  15. 
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6.  GoTKMPoiuNious  Lkgislation  as  to  Lsoislatitk  EzpiNsn.  The  constitntioDAl 
provisioB  reUting  to  the  Board  of  Examiners  (Const,  Art  V,  Sec.  21)  has  been 
treated  by  cotemporaneous  legislation  as  inapplicable  to  legislative  expenses. 
Ath  T.  Parkiruanf  16. 

7.  GoNBTRUCTiOH  OF  STATUTE — OFFICIAL  AcTS  BY  EvFLOTKES.  Where  a  Statute 
(Utah  Stats.  1852,  176)  provided  that  **  the  County  Surveyor  shall  within  thirty 
days  after  completing  any  survey  make  true  copies,  etc." :  J7«2J,  that  a  survey, 
not  made  by  the  oiBcer  personally  but  by  persons  employed  by  him  and  acting 
under  his  direction,  if  adopted  as  his  act  and  certified  to  by  him  as  such,  was 
a  compliance  with  the  law.    Bobmson  v.  Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company^  44. 

8.  RsFBAL  OF  Statutks.  The  Statute  of  Utah  Territory  relating  to  settlements 
on  pubUc  land  (UUh  Stats.  1862,  176;  1866,  176;  and  1866,  271)  which 
declared  that  in  certain  cases  the  Surveyor's  certificate  of  survey  should  **  be 
title  of  possession  to  the  person  or  persons  holding  the  same,"  gave  to  such 
certificate  the  character  of  a  title  as  against  all  save  the  General  Government ; 
and  after  the  laws  had  been  complied  with  and  a  title  obtained  under  them, 
the  repeal  of  the  laws  could  not  destroy  the  title  so  acquired.  RofnnMon  v. 
Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company^  44. 

9.  Construction  of  Statutb — Exprkssio  uniub,  kxclusio  altkrius.  The  second 
section  of  the  Statute  of  1856  (Utah  Stats.  1856,  176)  in  regard  to  County 
Surveyors,  required  them  to  keep  a  record  of  all  surveys  made  and  of  all  cer- 
tificates given  by  them,  and  especially  provided  that  "no  certificate  shall  be 
valid  unless  filed  in  the  Recorder's  office,  as  provided  for  in  this  Act  ** :  HM, 
that  if  a  certificate  was  duly  filed  in  the  Recorder's  office,  the  omission  to  do 
any  of  the  other  acts  imposed  by  the  section  would  not  invalidate  it  Bobinaon 
T.  Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company ^  44. 

10.  Construction  of  Statutes — Ckrtificatb  of  Survkt.  Where  a  certificate  of 
survey,  made  under  the  Statute  of  1865,  (Utah  Stats.  1866,  176)  stated  that 
the  survey  was  made  for  a  certain  person,  naming  him :  Hdd^  that  it  was  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  portion  of  the  statute  requiring  the  certificate 

'  to  certify  *'  to  whom  given."    BMnaon  v.  Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company^  44. 

11.  Prbsumption  of  Conotitutionalitt  of  Statutbs.  The  power  of  determining 
whether  a  given  statute  is  repugnant  to  the  principles  of  the  Constitution  with 
which  it  is  alleged  to  conflict  belongs  to  the  judiciary,  and  their  dedsion  is 
conclusive ;  but  in  all  cases  of  doubt,  every  possible  presumption  and  intend- 
ment will  be  made  in  favor  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  in  question. 
Clarke  v.  Irwin,  111. 

12.  Constitutional  Construction — Ordinary  If  banino  of  Words.  Words  used 
in  a  Constitution,  unless  qualified  so  as  to  alter  their  ordinary  and  usual  mean- 
ing, must  be  received  in  such  meaning.     Clarke  v.  Irwin,  111. 

18.  Construction  of  Statutes — ^Power  of  Recorders  to  take  Acknowledgments. 
The  fact  that  the  Act  of  1866  (Stats.  1864-6,  110,  Sec.  68)  authorizes  Judicial 
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Recorders  to  take  acknowledgments  of  conveyances,  does  not  take  away  a  like 
power  conferred  on  Goimty  Recorders  by  the  Act  of  1861.  (Stats.  1861,  422.) 
l^hrd  T.  Hoover  J  141. 

14.  Statutis  in  Pari  Materia  should  bb  Gomstrukd  tookthkr.  Statutes  relating 
to  the  same  subject  matter  which  can  stand  together  should  be  so  construed 
as  to  make  each  effective.    J^ord  v.  Hoover,  141. 

15.  Statutory  Construction — ^Transfer  or  Judicial  Ricords.  The  Act  of  1869, 
providing  for  the  transfer  of  certain  records  and  suits  from  Lander  to  White 
Pine  County,  (Stats.  1869,  187)  is  not  an  Act  regulating  the  practice  of  Courts 
of  Justice    Hooten  v.  McKinney,  194. 

16.  Conotitutionalitt  ov  Statutes  Invoked  always  Issuable.  The  constituUon- 
ality  of  a  statute,  under  which  any  right  is  claimed  in  an  action,  may  always  be 
inquired  into.    Meagher  v.  County  of  Storey,  244. 

17.  Statutory  Construction — Object  and  Means.  As  it  is  a  rule  of  construction 
that  when  anything  is  required  to  be  done  the  usual  means  may  be  adopted 
for  performing  it,  the  Courts,  in  the  interpretation  of  statutes,  so  construe  them 
as  to  carry  out  the  manifest  purpose  of  the  Legislature ;  and  this  has  been 
done  in  opposition  sometimes  to  the  very  words  of  an  Act.  CHhson  v.  Maaon, 
288. 

18.  Argument  op  Inconvenience.  The  argument  of  inconvenience  can  have  no 
weight  in  the  construction  of  a  law ;  or  at  most,  only  in  the  case  of  a  very 
doubtful  point.     CfNtale  v.  MeClinton,  829. 

19.  Construction  or  Revenue  Statutes  as  in  Pari  Materia.  Different  Revenue 
Acts  should,  as  far  as  possible,  be  construed  as  one  Act ;  but  the  later  one 
must  control,  if  there  be  any  conflict  or  inconsistency.  Virginia  ds  Truekee 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Commimoner9  of  Ormxhy  County,  841. 

20.  Statutes  relating  to  DirrsRENT  Ofticers  having  Similar  Duties.  There  is 
no  rule  of  construction  which  will  authorize  the  application  of  provisions  con« 
tained  in  any  law  respecting  a  certain  officer  or  body,  to  another  and  different 
officer  or  body,  although  the  laws  be  tn  pari  materia,  and  the  duties  imposed 
upon  such  officers  be  similar  in  character.  Virginm  <fr  Truekee  Railroad  Co'. 
V.  Conumitioners  of  Orms^  County,  841. 

21.  Construction  or  Statutes — Unconstitutionality.  The  form  of  a  law  by 
which  a  person  is  deprived  of  a  consdtutional  right  is  immaterial ;  it  is  a 
nullity,  whatever  be  its  form.    Dama  v.  MeKeeby,  869. 

22.  Constitutional  Construction.  In  construing  a  Constitution,  the  thing  to  he 
sought  is  the  thought  expressed.    Lewi*  v.  Doron,  899. 

Ordinary  Sense  and  Import  or  Words — see  Constitution,  18. 

The  Letter  or  Criminal  Statute  as  opposed  to  the  Reason — see  Criminal 
Law,  7. 
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CoNsnucriON  or  Imburaitci  Policus— aee  Iksurjjigi,  ft. 
CoKSTRncTioN  or  Niw  Statutis  or  Limitatiozi — see  Limitatioks,  4. 
BzFRissio  Uirius  Ezclubio  Altiuus — see  Maxims,  2. 

CONTINUANCE. 

CONTINUAMCX   WHERB    JoiNT    DlBTOR    DIOLARID    DAXKaUPT — BeC  JoiMT    DiBT- 
OBS,  1. 

CONTRACra 

1.  CoMTRACT  TO  CuT  CoRowooD— RiOBT  or  Propibtt.  HUger,  haTing  purduMed 
certain  standing  timber,  contracted  with  Gibbons  to  cut  it  into  cordwood  and 
delirer  it  at  a  certain  place  by  a  certain  time,  for  which  Hilger  was  to  pay  a 
certain  price  per  cord,  three-fourths  of  the  payment  thereof  as  fast  as  deliTer- 
ed,  and  the  balance  when  all  delivered ;  it  being  also  agreed  that  if  payment 
was  not  made  on  delivery,  or  within  ten  days  afterwards,  Gibbons  was  to  be 
the  owner  of  the  wood ;  and,  further,  that  he  should  have  a  Uen  upon  it  for 
hiB  pay.  After  Gibbons  bad  cut  the  wood  it  was  at^hed  as  his  property,  and 
none  of  it  was  delivered  as  stipulated  in  the  contract:  Hdd^  that-  the  wood 
could  not  be  held  on  attachment  against  Gibbons  as  his  property.  HUger  v. 
EdwardM,  85. 

2.  EzcuBCS  roR  NoHPSRroRif  ancb  or  Coittraot.  Where  a  person  contracted  to  de- 
liver certun  personal  property  by  a  specified  time,  and  was  prevented  by  its 
seizure  under  an  attachment  issued  against  him  by  a  third  person :  Edd^  that 
legal  difficulties  of  that  kind  constituted  no  excuse  for  a  violation  of  his  obli- 
gations under  the  contract.    Hilger  v.  Edwardt^  85. 

8.  Contracts — Law  or  Place  or  PERroRMANCX.  A  personal  contract,  which  is, 
by  its  terms,  to  be  performed  in  some  place  other  than  where  it  is  made,  is  to 
be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance.     WUoox  v.  WiUianu^  206. 

CONTRAOTS  BY   MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS — SCO  CORPORATIONS,  2. 

iNSfTRAKei  Contract — ^Burden  or  PROor — ^see  Insurance,  2. 

Construction  or  Insurance  Contract — see  Insurance,  6. 

FoRTsiTURX  or  Rights  and  Lien  under  Contract  bt  Noncoxpliangr — see 
Liens,  3. 

ErrECT  or  New  Statutes  or  Limftation  on  Contracts— see  Limitations,  8,4. 

Partnership  Comtraotb- Joint — see  Partmkbsbip,  1. 

Contract  to  be  PEnroRifED  in   Nevada   or  CALiroRNiA — bob  Promissort 
Notes,  2. 

Riam  or  Property  on  Executory  Sale  or  Chattels — see  Sales,  1, 2. 
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CONTROLLER. 

1.  PowiB  or  CoimiQLUBR  TO  AUDIT  Claiiis.  It  is  the  right  and  duty  of  the  State 
Controller  to  audit  all  cliumB ^coming  un^er  the  provisioiiB  of  Uvd  Act  of  March 
8d,  1869.    (Stats.  1869,  168.)    Zeuw  v.  Boron,  899. 

Claims  allowed  by  Examinsbs  to  bi  presentxd  to  Contbollkr — see  Claims 
AGAINST  State,  1. 

CONSTITtTTIOKAL  DUTIN  OV  CONTROLLER — See  CONSTITUTION,  19. 

Constitutionalitt  of  Act  relating  to  Controller — see  Statutes,  4. 

CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Foreign  Corporation  cannot  Plead  Statute  or  Limitations.  Foreign  corpo- 
rations are  within  the  exception  of  the  Statute  of  Limitationa  as  to  persons 
absent  from  the  State  when  a  cause  of  action  accrues  against  them.  Robinson 
V.  Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company^  44. 

8.  Incidental  Powers  or  Municipal  Corporations.  A  municipal  corporation,  like 
a  trading  one,  may,  unless  in  some  way  restrained  by  charter,  enter  into  any 
contract  necessary  to  enable  it  to  carry  out  the  powers  conferred  upon  it,  such 
as  incurring  debts,  executing  and  ^ving  promissory  notes,  and  adopting  all 
the  ordinary  oAtsual  means  which  may  be  necessary  to  the  full  exercise,  en- 
joyment, and  discharge  of  its  povrers  expressly  giyen.  DougUuis  y.  Mayor,  de., 
of  Virginia  City,  147. 

8.  Corporations — Unauthorized  Lease  bt  President — Presumptions  or  RATiri- 
CATiON.  Where  the  President  of  a  mining  corporation  leased,  in  the  name  of  the 
company  but  without  its  authority,  certain  of  its  mining  ground,  and  the  money 
paid  as  rent  was  returned  as  *'  money  received  for  ores  sold :"  Hdd^  that  the 
mere  fact  of  the  receipt  of  the  money,  without  proof  of  knowledge  of  the  lease 
on  the  part  of  the  company,  was  not  sufficient  proof  from  which  to  infer  a  rati- 
fication of  the  lease,  nor  a  suffldent  showing  from  which  to  infer  the  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant  so  as  to  entitle  the  occupant  of  the  ground  to  notice  to 
quit     YeUow  Jacket  8.  M,  Co,  y.  Stevenaon,  224. 

4.  Corporations  not  chargeable  with  Knowledge  or  Individual  Trustees.  On 
a  question  as  to  the  ratification  by  a  corporation  of  the  unauthorized  act  of  its 
President,  where  it  is  necessary  to  show  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  corpora- 
tion, it  is  not  enough  to  show  an  individual  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  minor- 
.  Uy  of  the  Board  of  Trustees,  even  if  a  knowledge  on  the  part  of  all  of  them  in 
their  Individual  capacity,  and  not  acting  as  a  Board,  would  be  sufficient  Yel- 
low Jacket  S.  M.  Co,  v.  Stevenson,  224. 

Constitutional  Restriction  on  Counties,  Cities,  and  Towns  noM  being 
Stockholders  in  ant  but  Railroad  Corporation — see  LEaiSLATUBi,  IS. 
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1.  Costs  on  Goktbtid  SirTLracnrT  of  EncrroR^s  Aocouirrs.  Where,  in  a  con- 
test as  to  the  settlement  of  the  amounts  of  an  executor,  the  Court  below  de- 
ducted a  considerable  sum,  and  then  allowed  the  balance  of  the  accounts : 
Hdd^  that  the  contestants  were  entitled  to  their  costs.  Estate  of  MiUemmeh^ 
161. 

Construction  of  Practice  Act,  Sec.  311  as  to  Costs — ^see  Practice  Act,  2. 


COUNSEL. 

Admissions  of  Counsel  in  Aroument — see  Attorneys,  1. 

Counsel  Fees  as  Damages  on  Injunction  Bond — see  Injunctions,  2. 

COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS. 

1.  Difference  between  equalizing  Board  of  County  Commissioners  and  Board 
OF  Equalization.  The  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  sitting  to  equalize 
assessments  for  taxes  made  by  the  tax  receiver  under  the  Supplementary 
Revenue  Act  of  1867,  is  entirely  distinct  from  the  Board  of  Equalization 
provided  for  by  the  General  Revenue  Laws,  though  composed  of  the  same 
persons.  Virginia  ik  Truckee  Railroad  Co,  v.  CommMsvonerB  of  Ormthy 
County,  841.  # 

Powers  of  County  Commissioners  as  to  Roads  and  Bridges — see  Roads 
AND  Bridges,  1. 

Equalization  of  Taxes  by  County  Commissioners — see  Taxes,  8,  9,  10. 

COUNTY  FUNDS. 

1.  Distinctness  of  County  Funds — Issuance  of  County  Warrants.  The  mere 
fact  that  a  creditor,  having  a  right  of  payment  out  of  the  "  General  Fund  "  of 
a  county,  may  have  a  right  to  eigoin  the  County  Auditor  from  issuing  war^ 
rants  in  favor  of  others  against  such  fund,  does  not  give  him  a  right  to  restrain 
the  Auditor  from  issuing  warrants  against  other  funds.     Webtter  v.  Jf^k,  190. 

2.  Construction  of  Statutes — "  General  Fund  "  of  County.  Under  the  Act  of 
1865,  relating  to  the  apportionment  of  county  revenues,  (Stats.  1864-5,  876) 
the  cost  of  the  construction  and  repair  of  public  roads  and  bridges  may  prop- 
erly be  considered  auch  county  expenditures  as  may  be  met  by  moneys  in  the 
"  General  Fund"  of  the  County.     Webtter  v.  J^luA,  190. 

COURTS  AND  JUDGEa 
Constitutional  Jurisdiction  of  Municipal  Courts — see  Constitution,  11. 
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ExMOTAL  or  Judges  irom  Offici — see  Constitution,  16. 

POLICT    AND    EZPEDIXNCT    OF    StATUTIS    NOT    A     QUESTION    FOB    OOURTS — 860 

Construction,  8. 

Judiciary  to  ditsrminx  Constitutionality  of  Statutes — see  Construction, 
11. 

Judicial  Notice  of  Laws  of  the  ^nited  States — see  Etidbncx,  6. 

Insanity  of  District  Judge  does  not  vacate  office — see  Insane  Persons,  1. 

Acrrs  of  De  Facto  Coxmitting  Magistrate — see  Offices  and  Officers,  6,  7. 

Powers  of  Comkithng  Magistrates  Judicial — see  Recorder  of  City,  1,  2. 

Protince  of  Judge  and  Jury — ^Reduction  of  Verdict  by  Judge — see  Ver- 
dict, 1. 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  Indictment  for  Robbery — ^Ownership  of  Property.  Robbery  may  be  commit- 
ted by  the  taking  of  property  from  the  person  of  one  who  has  nothing  bat  a 
special  right  in  it ;  and  where  an  indictment  charged  that  the  property  was  tak- 
en from  the  person  of  the  prosecuting  witness,  and  at  the  same  time  alleged 
it  to  be  the  property  of  another  person :  Held,  a  sufficient  charge  of  a  special 
property  in  the  prosecuting  witness.    State  v.  Ah  Lai,  99. 

2.  Accused  Persons  entitled  to  the  Benefit  of  Reasonable  Doubt,  howeter 
ARISING.  Id  criminal  prosecutions  the  guilt  of  the  accused  must  be  prpyed 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt ;  but  if  such  doubt  be  raised,  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  it  be  raised  by  the  evidence  for  the  prosecution  or  by  that  for  the 
defendant.    State  v.  McClwr,  182. 

8.  Murder — Threats — Failure  to  connect  Proof  Admitted  on  Condition.  In  a 
trial  for  murder,  evidence  being  offered  to  prove  that  a  half  hour  before  the 
killing  the  defendant  had  said  that  **a  d— d  puppy  had  been  talking  about  his 
wife,  and  he  was  going  to  put  a  stop  to  it,"  was  admitted  against  defendants 
objection,  on  the  undertaking  of  the  District  Attorney  to  show  by  further  testi- 
mony that  the  defendant  referred  to  the  deceased ;  but  no  such  further  proof 
being  made,  nor  any  ruling  excluding  the  evidence,  and  the  prisoner  being 
convicted  of  murder  in  the  first  degree :  Heldy  that  the  testimony  under  the 
circumstances  was  improper,  was  calculated  to  pr^udice  defendant,  and  in  the 
absence  of  a  proper  instruction,  was  good  cause  for  reversal  of  the  judgment. 
State  V.  Wahh,  815. 

4.'  Criminal  Law — Judge  not  to  Charge  as  to  Weight  of  Evidence.  A  charge 
in  a  criminal  case  that  "  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  candidly  consider  whether 
in  the  eye  of  sound  reason  these  sufficient  facts  and  circumstances  detailed  in 
the  evidence,  pointing  beyond  reasonable  doubt  to  the  existence  of  the  acts 
and  intent  as  charged  in  the  indictment ;  and  if  you  so  conclude  in  your  minds 
you  must,  as  jurors  upon  your  oath,  so  declare,"  amounts  to  a  chaige  that  the 
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&eti  detailed  in  the  eridence  are  Buffldent  to  eetablish  the  offense,  and  that 
the  eridence  points  to  the  existence  of  the  acts  and  intent  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  and  is  error  sufficient  for  reversal.    8taie  t.  McOinmiM^  887. 

6.  ChiixiNAL  Law — Issuancx  or  False  License.  Where  a  Deputy  Sheriff  having 
brought  salt  against  certain  persons  for  doing  business  without  license,  upon 
their  settlement  of  the  suit  by  paying  costs  and  amount  of  license,  gave  them 
a  paper  written  by  his  attorney  and  signed  by  himself  purporting  to  be  a 
license ;  and  it  appeared  that  he  had  no  proper  forms  or  blanks  at  the  time, 
and  that  there  was  no  fraud  or  fraudulent  intention  on  his  part  further  than 
indicated  by  the  mere  naked  act :  Hdd,  that  no  criminal  offense  waa  com- 
mitted under  the  statute  making  the  issuance  of  such  license  felony.  (Stats. 
1864-6,  299,  Sec.  Y4.)     SkUe  v.  Gardner,  877. 

6.  Criminal  Imtint  Nkcbssart  TO  CoMSTiTUTB  Crime.  The  essence  of  a  criminal 
offense  is  the  wrongftil  mtent,  without  which  it  cannot  exist.  8taU  ▼.  Qard- 
ner,  877. 

7.  Tbi  Letter  or  Criminal  Statutes  as  opposed  to  the  Reason.  While  the 
words  of  a  criminal  statute  are  the  primary  guide  to  its  meaning,  it  is  well 
settled  that  to  authorize  a  conviction  under  it  the  case  presented  must  not  only 
come  within  its  words,  but  also  within  its  reason  and  spirit,  and  the  mischief 
it  was  intended  to  remedy.    State  v.  Oardnerj  877. 

Errors  not  froperlt  Presented  will  not  be  Rioardsd  on  Appeal — see 
Appeals,  1. 

Gharoes  tending  to  mislead  Jury  in  Criminal  Trials — see  Charge^  2. 

Declaration  or  Party  Robbed  as  Part  or  Rss  Gestjb — see  Evidence,  1, 2. 

State  Jurisdiction  on  Habkas  Corpus  as  to  United  States  Pruonibs — ^see 
Habeas  Corpus,  8. 

Burden  or  PROor  to  Rebut  Presumption  op  Murder — see  Murder,  I. 


DAMAGES. 
Damages  on  Injunction  Bond — see  Injunctions,  2. 


DEEDS. 

1.  A  Died  ov  a  Water-right  does  not  Contet  a  Mill  Site.  A  deed  conTeying 
all  the  water  of  a  river  between  certain  points  *^for  the  purposes  and  nse  of 
machinery  or  ditches,  or  for  any  other  uses,''  does  not  convey  the  land  of  a 
mill  site  on  the  river.    Eobimon  v.  Imperial  Siher  MimHff  Ovmpany^  44. 
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DEFINITIONS. 

I.  Dkpinition  ov  Word  *'  Elsotkd."  The  word  "  elected ''  in  its  ordinarj  agnifica- 
tion  carries  with  it  the  idea  of  a  vote,  generally  popular  but  sometimes  more 
restricted,  and  cannot  be  held  the  sjnonym  of  any  other  mode  of  filling  a 
position.     Clarke  ▼.  Irvfin^  111. 

Amnesty,  What — see  AiomTT,  1. 

PuBLio  Debt  or  State — see  Constitution,  2. 

Fixed  Compensation  or  Legislatobs — see  Constitution,  3. 

Constitutional  **  Claim  Against  the  State  ^' — see  Constitution,  6, 

Meaning    or    ** Applicability  or  General  Laws"   in    Constitution — see 
Constitution,  7. 

Meaning  or  "  Vacant  "  in  Constitution — see  Constitution,  9. 

"Municipal  Purposes,"  What — see  Constitution,  11. 

Meaning  or  "Loaning  Credit" — see  Constitution,  12. 

Meaning  or  "Due  Process  or  Law" — see  Constitution,  18. 

Meaning  or  "  For  Assessment  and  Collection  or  Taxes,"  &c. — see  Con- 
stitution, H. 

Meaning  or  "Election"  and  "Election -by  the  People"  in  Constitution 
— see  Elections,  I. 

Interest,  What — see  Interest,  2. 
Actual  Possession  or  Land,  What — see  Possession,  1. 
"  Written  Decision  "  and  "  Written  Opinion  " — see  pRAcncx  Act,  3. 
"  Local  "  and  "  Special  "  Statutes — see  Statutes,  1. 
Telegraphic    Communication    between    States,   "Commerce" — see  Tele- 
graph, 1. 

ELECTIONS. 

1.  Meaning  or  "Elechon"  and  "Election  by  the  People,"  in  Constitution. 
The  words  "  election,"  in  section  twenty-sil,  and  "  election  by  the  people,"  fci 
section  thirty-two,  of  article  fonr  of  the  Gonstitution,  contemplate  the  same 
mode  of  election  and  imply  a  popular  yote.     CUarke  r.  /rwtn.  111. 

White  Pine  County  Act  does  not  "Regulate  Elections" — see  Consti- 
tution, 6.  \ 

Registry  Law — see^  Registry  Law. 

ELKO  COUNTY. 
BuLO  OoviiTT  RMnmAnoir— flee  Mandamus,  8. 
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EMINENT  DOMAIN.  . 

Railroad  Usxs  Public  Uan— «ee  Railroads,  U  2. 
Railroad  Condkitkation  of  Land — see  Railroads,  4,  6. 
Valuation  of  Land  taken  for  Railroads — see  Railroads,  7,  8. 

EQUITY. 
DocnuNis  OF  RfsuLTiNO  Trusts— see  Trusts,  1,  2,  8,  4. 

ERRORa 

Errors  not  Propkrlt  Preskntkd  will  not  bi  Rigardid — see  Appeals,  1. 

Errors  not  Prbjudiclil — see  Appeals,  2,  8. 

Assignment  of  Errors  in  Statement  on  Appeal — see  Appeals,  6. 

Judgments  not  Disturbed  on  Meager  Grounds— see  Appeals,  7,  8. 

Prejudicial  Error  onlt  ayailable  on  Appeal— see  Appeals,  9. 

Errors  of  Transcription  in  Record  of  Appeal — see  Appeals,  16. 

Error  in  Refusing  a  Oorrb^t  and  Pertinent  Instruction — see  Appeals,  19. 

No  Error  to  Refuse  Inapplicable  Instruchon — ^see  Charge,  1. 

Ambiguitt  in  Charge  in  Criminal  Cases — see  Charge,  2. 

Etidence  admitted  without  objection  not  Error — see  Eyidence,  8. 

Specifications  of  Error  as  to  Entire  Charge  of  Judge— see  New  Trial,  1. 

Specifications  of  Errors  in  Statements  for  New  Trial — see  New  Trial, 
2,  8,  5,  6. 

Waiyer  of  Errors  to  be  shown  bt  Partt  Claiming  Waiyer — see  Waiyer,  1. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Declarations  of  Person  Robbed  as  Part  of  Res  Gesta  On  a  trial  for  rob> 
bery  the  declarations  of  the  person  robbed  as  to  the  fact  of  the  robbery,  made 
immediately  after  the  crime  was  committed,  are  admissible  in  eYidence  as  part 
of  the  re9  getUt.    State  y.  Ah  Xot,  99. 

2.  Contemporaneousness  of  Declarations  as  Part  of  Res  GESTiK.  To  make  the 
declarations  of  a  party  injured  part  of  the  ret  ^eite,  they  must  be  contempora- 
neous with  the  crime ;  but  in  order  to  be  contemporaneous  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  law  it  is  not  indispensable  that  they  should  be  precisely  concurrent 
in  point  of  time:  if  they  spring  out  of  and  elucidate  the  transaction,  and  are 
Yoluntary  and  spontaneous,  and  made  so  near  the  time  as  reasonably  to  pre- 
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olade  the  idea  of  deliberate  deeign,  they  may  be  regarded  as  contemporaneoas. 
State  y.  Ah  Loi,  99. 

8.  Eyidesci — ^Lettkr  of  U.  S.  Postvabter-Gkneral.  Though  a  letter  of  the  U. 
S.  Postmaster-General,  to  the  effect  that  the  acceptance  by  a  tel^raph  com- 
pany of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  Act  of  Congress  relating  to  telegraph 
line,  ( 14  U.  S.  Stats,  at  Large,  221 )  had  been  received  and  placed  on  file,  might 
be  proof  of  such  acceptance,  it  cannot  be  so  without  authentication  of  the 
signature.  Western  Union  Tdegrapk  Company  y.  Atlaniie  db  P,  &  Tdegraph 
Company y  102. 

4.  Proof  Rcquirbd  to  Sustain  Dkfenss  in  Murder  Cases.  Where  a  yoluntary 
homicide  is  proved  by  the  State,  and  its  testimony  shows  no  circumstances  of 
mitigation,  excuse,  or  justification,  the  burden  of  establishing  such  mitigation, 
excuse,  or  justification,  devolves  upon  the  defendant ;  but  he  is  not  required  to 
establish  the  facts  constituting  his  defense  either  by  proof  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  or  by  proof  preponderating  over  or  outweighing  that  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution.    Stale  v.  Mcduer^  182. 

6.  Judicial  Nones  of  Laws  of  the  United  States.  State  Courts  take  judicial 
cognizance  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  without  formal  proof  of  them,  and 
are  bound  thereby.    Ez  parte  HUl,  164. 

6.  Secondary  Evidence  of  Lost  Judicial  Records.  Where  an  order  of  the  Pro- 
bate Court,  necessary  as  an  authorization  to  justify  the  acts  of  an  executor,  is 
lost,  secondary  evidence  of  its  character  is  allowable.  JSktate  of  MUlenoviehy 
161. 

7.  Entries  in  Account  Books.  Where,  in  a  suit  on  an  account,  the  entries  in 
plaintiff's  books  were  received  in  evidence  without  objection,  and  the  Court 
charged  that,  having  been  thus  received,  they  were  proof,  if  uncontradicted,  to 
show  the  transactions  and  prices  therein  entered:  Held,  that  though  such 
entries  might  not  have  been  admissible  if  objected  to  at  the  time,  yet  under 
the  circumstances,  the  charge  was  correct.    Shertoood  v.  Sieeay  849. 

8.  Evidence  Admitted  Without  Objection.  If  evidence,  secondary  or  hearsay  in 
its  character,  be  admitted  without  objection,  no  advantage  can  be  taken  of  that 
fact  afterward,  and  the  jury  may  and  should  accept  it  as  if  it  were  admiesible 
under  the  strictest  rules  of  evidence.    Shertoood  v.  Suea^  849. 

Objections  for  Defect  of  Evidence  not  mads  in  Court  Below— see  Ap- 
peals, 4. 

.Objection  that  Findings  are  Contrary  to  Evidence — ^see  Appeals,  8. 

Improper  Evidence  that  does  not  Prejudice — see  Appeals,  9. 

Appeal  on  Conflict  of  Evidence — see  Appeals,  16. 

Statement  not  containing  all  the  Evidence — see  Appeals,  17. 

When  a  Verdict  will  be  Reyebsbd  as  against  Evidence— see  Appeals,  21. 
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Failuri  to  ooNmcT  Fttoow  admittio  on  GoKDinoir-^Bee  GRnmiAi.  Law,  8. 

JiTDOB  NOT  TO  Gharob  AS  TO  Wbioht  OF  Etidence — See  Crimtnal  Law,  4. 

Inburancb  Contracts — Burdbn  of  Proov — Bee  Insurance,  2. 

Burden  or  Proot  on  New  Proxisb  under  Statute  or  Limitation — see  Lim- 
itations, 8. 

SPECinoATioN   OF   Insuftioienct   of   Etidence  in   Statemsnis — Bee  New 
Trial,  2,  4. 

Difference  as  to  weight  of  Etidence  on  New  Trial  and  on  Appeal — see 
New  Trlil,  7. 

Pleadiho  and  Proof  of  Ownership  of  Promissory  Notes — see  Tromissort 
Notes,  8, 4. 

Certificate  of  Judge  as  to  Etidence  in  Statement — see  Statements,  2. 

Demand  for  Sworn  Statement — ^Burden  of  Proof — see  Sworn  Statements,  1. 

Proof   of  Aoceftange  under  Congressional  Telegraph  Act — see  Tele- 
graph, 8. 

Evidence  to  show  Resulting  Trust — see  Trusts,  4. 

Executors  Competent  Witnesses  on  their  own  Behalf— see  Witness,  1. 


EXAMINERS. 
(See  Board  of  Examiners.) 


EXCEPTIONS. 

Objections  for  Defect  of  Evidencb  not  made  in  Court  below — see  Ap- 
peals, 4. 

Objections  not  taken  below  not  atailable  in  Appellate  Court — see  Ap- 
peals, 20. 

Etidence  admitted  without  objection  not  Error — see  Etidence,  8. 

Exceptions,  how  Preserted  in  Statement — see  Statements,  1. 


EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTBATORS.  , 

1.  Accountabilitt  of  Executors  and  Administrators.  While  the  law  cloeelj 
scrutinizes  the  acts  of  executors  and  administratoTs,  and  requires  the  utmost 
good  faith  from  them  in  all  their  transactions  with  or  on  behalf  of  the  estate, 
it  does  not  require  infallibility  of  judgment  nor  rigorous  accountability  for  any 
mishap  which  may  occur  during  the  administration.    JBMaU  afMUUfumch^  16  L 
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2.  LiABiUTT  OF  EzBOUTOss  FOB  LossK.  If  an  ezeeutor,  in  the  oonscientions  and 
judicious  discharge  of  his  duty,  sustains  a  loss  by  reason  of  unfortunate  cir- 
cumstances, and  not  bv  reason  of  any  riolation  of  a  positiye  requirement  of 
law,  he  should  not  be  held  to  strict  personal  account  for  such  loss.  EtMU  of 
mUmovieh,  161. 

8.  Chabges  for  Rkfaibs  madx  bt  Ezxoittobb.  If  an  executor  be  authorised  to 
make  repairs  to  the  property  of  his  testator's  estate,  and  in  so  doing  expend 
somewhat  more  than  the  real  value  of  the  improvements,  yet  if  it  appear  that 
he  acted  in  good  faith,  and  exercised  ordinary  discretion  and  circumspection  in 
the  matter,  an  order  of  the  Court  below  allowing  the  charge  will  not  be  dis- 
turbed on  appeaL    Estate  of  JkRUmovieh^  161. 

4:  Leasib  by  Ezbcutobs.  If  an  executor  lease  property  belonging  to  the  estate 
represented  by  him,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  should  lease  to  those  who  offer 
to  pay  the  highest  rent ;  the  purposes  for  which  the  property  is  to  be  used,  the 
responsibility  of  the  lessee,  the  length  of  time  for  which  he  may  agree  to  lease, 
and  many  other  circumstances  of  the  kind,  must  be  taken  into  consideration. 
JEktate  of  MUUnavich,  161. 

5.  Funeral  Expenses.    In  the  settlement  of  executors'  accounts  for  funeral  ex 
penses,  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  should  be  taken  into  consideration, 
and  their  accounts  allowed,  if  they  have  acted  with  ordinary  prudence  and 
with  a  regard  for  decency  and  respectability,  according  to  the  condition  in  life 
of  the  deceased.    Estate  of  MiUenomeK,  161. 

6.  Expenses  of  last  Sickness.  If  the  charges  allowed  and  paid  by  an  executor  for 
the  expenses  of  the  last  sickness  of  his  testator,  though  apparenUy  extrav- 
agant, are  no  more  than  the  usual  charges  for  like  services  at  the  time,  an 
order  approving  his  account  of  them  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal.  &iate 
of  Mtllenovich,  161. 

7.  Executobs  interxbted  in  Purchases  fbom  Estate.  Though  the  statute  prohib- 
its executors  from  being  interested  in  the  purchase  of  the  property  of  the 
estate,  yet  if  such  a  purchase  be  made,  the  Court  may  affirm  it,  the  only  con- 
sideration in  such  case  being  the  interest  of  the  estate.  JSstate  of  AHUenovichy 
161. 

8.  DxspxBATS  Claims  due  Estates  of  Deceased  Pebsons.  An  executor  or  admin- 
istrator should  make  all  reasonable  effort  to  collect  all  claims  due  the  estate, 
but  he  should  not  involve  it  in  litigation  for  claims  which  in  his  judgment  can- 
not be  collected ;  and  if  such  claims  have  no  value  attached  to  them  in  the 
inventory,  it  will  require  clear  proof  of  loss  through  his  carelessness  or  want 
of  attention  to  charge  him  with  the  amount  of  them.    Estate  of  MHUenoviehy  161. 

9.  KiNiNO  Stocks  of  Deceased  Pebsons.  Mining  stocks  belonging  to  the  estate 
of  a  deceased  person,  which  are  only  an  expense  to  it,  should  be  disposed  of, 
unless  it  be  quite  evident  that  it  would  be  for  the  interest  of  the  estate  to  hold 
them.    EstaU  of  MUletunnehy  161. 
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10.  Bzpnran  of  Coimgn  bictwimi  Ezioutobs.  The  expensee  incurred  in  a  con- 
troYeny  between  executors,  one  opposing  the  qualification  of  the  others,  are 
not  just  or  proper  charges  against  the  estate.    JSSUaU  of  MUUnoviek,  161. 

11.  Ihtiust  on  Honr  bobbowsd  bt  Ezscutobs  not  allowxd.  An  executor  or 
administrator  has  no  authority  to  borrow  money  for  the  use  of  the  estate  rep- 
resented by  him,  nor  will  interest  on  money  borrowed  for  the  estate  be  allowed. 
JBtUae  o/MlUrumeh,  No,  2, 189. 

PoBRiTN  Law  must  bi  sibictlt  vollowbd  bt  Ezbcutors — see  Fbobatb,  1. 
Acts  of  Ezscutobs  in  Good  Fjjth  without  order  or  Court — see  Pbo- 

BJLTB,  2. 

SRTunnsNT  OF  Accounts  or  Ezbcutors — ^Irrxoularitibs  in  Progxedings — 
see  Probate,  8. 

POROHASB    BT  EZBOUTOR    AITBR  ESTATK    GBA8E8  TO  HATX  InTXRXST — SCO  PRO- 
BATB,  6. 

Ezbcutors  Coicfbtxnt  Witnesses  on  their  own  Behalf — see  Witness,  1. 


FILING. 

Filing  of  Suryet  in  Recorder's  OmcB — see  Construction,  9. 
Indobsehbnt  of  Filino — see  Recorder,  1. 

FINDINGS. 

1.  Findings  not  "Written  Opinion."  The  Practice  Act,  section  three  hundred 
and  forty,  when  it  speaks  of  "  any  written  opimon  placed  on  file  in  rendering 
judgment,"  does  not  refer  to  findings.     CorbeU  v.  «/b6,  201. 

2.  Trial  bt  Court — ^Findings  Equitalsnt  to  Verdict.  Where  a  cause  is  tried  by 
a  Court  without  a  jury  the  same  weight  and  consideration  is  given  to  its  find- 
ings as  to  a  verdict ;  and  the  same  rules  apply  as  to  reversing  them  on  appeal 
on  the  ground  of  being  contrary  to  evidence,  as  to  a  verdict  of  a  jury.  SUtle 
V.  Teliow  Jacket  Company^  416. 

Objections  that  Findings  are  Contrart  to  Evidence — see  Appeals,  8. 
No  Appeal  on  Findings  ezgept  bt  Statement — see  Apleals,  10. 

FORFEITURE. 

Forfeiture  of  Rights  and  Lien  under  Contract  bt  Nonoompliangb— see 
Liens,  8. 
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FUNDa 
Fund  Act,  LEOiflLATzn — see  Lioibultubi. 

FCNDB  or  COOMTT— 666  OOUNTT  FUNDS. 

QOYERNOB. 

Afpoihthxnt  to  Omcx  bt  Gotbuior — eee  OmcBB  akd  Omcnis,  2. 
POWKR  or  GOTIBNOB  TO  ApponfT  TO  Yacahct — Bee  Vaoahot,  1,  8. 

HABEAS  •OOBPU& 

1.  Habeas  Gobfits — ^Riohtto  Isbux  Writ.  A  State  Court  or  Jadge,  duly  author- 
ized by  the  laws  of  the  State,  may  issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  any  case 
where  a  party  is  imprisoned  within  its  territorial  limits,  provided  it  does  not 
appear  when  the  application  is  made  that  the  person  imprisoned  is  in  custody 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  States.    St  parte  Bill,  1S4. 

2.  ]>UTT  or  QmoKB  to  hakb  Rbtubn  to  Wbit.  It  is  the  duty  of  any  person 
having  the  custody  of  a  prisoner  to  make  known  by  a  proper  return  to  a  Court 
or  Judge  issuing  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  him,  the  authority  by  which  he 
holds  such  person  in  custody ;  and  this  duty  applies  to  a  United  States  Harshal 
in  response  to  a  writ  from  a  State  Court  or  Judge.    &parU  HUly  164. 

8.  Statb  Jubibdxction  on  Habias  Cobpvs  as  to  QrrxNsn  aoainbt  thb  Unitbd 
Statis.  a  State  Court  or  Judge  cannot  on  habeas  corpus  examine  or  decide 
whether  a  particular  oiTense  charged  in  an  indictment,  found  in  a  United  States 
Court,  is  or  is  not  an  offense  against  the  laws  of  the  United  States.  Bz  parte 
Em,  164, 

HOMESTEAD. 

1.  No  HoimriAD  as  against  Liin  roR  Puboha8i  Monzt.  There  can  be  no  homo- 
stead  right  acquired  in  property  as  against  the  purchase  money,  unless  the  lien 
therefor,  whether  created  by  mortgage  or  existing  by  way  of  vendor's  lien,  has 
been  relieved  in  some  lawful  way.    Hopper  v.  Farknuon,  288. 

2.  Fobbglosvbb  or  MoBraAOB  roR  Purchabb  Monbt.  In  a  foreclosure  suit  on  a 
mortgage  given  by  a  husband  to  secure  the  purchase  money  of  land,  and  made 
contemporaneously  with  the  deed  of  the  land  to  him,  the  wife,  being  admitted 
to  defend,  set  up  a  homestead  right :  Held,  that  ndther  husband  nor  wife  oould 
acquire  any  homestead  right  as  against  the  mortgage  debt  Hopper  v.  Parhn- 
9ony  288. 

mDICTKENT. 
Indiotmbnt  roB  Robbbbt — Ownebbhip  or  Pbopbbtt    seo  Obdcihal  Law,  1. 
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mJUNOTION. 

1.  Injuhction  too  lati  to  rxbtraih  Act  alriadt  dohk.  Warrants  already  issued 
bj  a  County  Auditor  are  beyond  the  reach  of  an  mjunctlon  suit  brought  to 
restrain  him  from  issdng  such  warrants.     Webiter  ▼.  FUh^  190. 

t.  Damages  on  Ivjumotioh  Bonds.  The  actual  expense  and  loss  occasioned  by  a 
writ  of  injunction  are  a  proper  subject  of  consideration  m  a  suit  on  the  injunc- 
tion bond,  including  the  costs  of  the  original  proceeding,  the  reasonable  coun- 
sel fee  paid,  agreed  to  be  paid  or  liquidated,  for  setting  aside  the  injunction, 
and  such  other  damage  as  is  the  natural  and  proximate  consequence  of  the  is- 
suance and  enforcement  of  the  writ^  and  no  more;  nothing,  generally,  can  be 
included  which  Is  not  the  actual,  natural,  and  proximate  result  of  the  injunc- 
tion.   Brawn  t.  Jbnet,  874. 

Imjuhotioh  to   Butkain   Issuancs   or   Covntt   Wab&aiitb— see   County 
Funds,  1. 

MoDmcATioN  or  Injunotion  as  to  BmoTAL  or  Wood  Cut  on  Pubuc 
Land    see  Lands,  6. 


mSANE  PERSONS. 

1.  Statuts  Conoernino  Insanx  Fkrsons — ^Vacanct  in  OmcK.  The  finding  and 
declaradon  of  an  incumbent  of  the  offlce  of  District  Judge  to  be  insane,  in 
accordance  with  the  proTisions  of  the  statute  for  the  care  of  the  insane  (Stats. 
1 869, 104)  does  not  create  a  yacancy  in  his  office.     CPNeaU  t.  McCUnUm^  829. 


INSTRUCTIONS. 
(See  Cbargx.) 


INSURANCE. 

1.  Insubanox — ^Nonci  or  othkb  Inburanoi.  Where  a  policy  of  insurance  con> 
tained  a  proTision  for  **  notice  of  any  other  insurance  already  made  or  which 
shall  afterwards  be  made  elsewhere,"  otherwise  the  policy  to  be  void ;  and  the 
property  was  afterwards  insured  in  another  company  without  proper  notice : 
Hdd^  that  the  policy  was  vitiated.    Heaiey  t.  Imperial  Fire  ^  Co,,  268. 

2.  IvBUEANCB  Contracts — ^Bubdxn  or  Paoor.  A  policy  of  insurance  is  a  con- 
tract which  must  be  enforced  according  to  its  terms ;  and  the  burden  of  proof 
is  upon  the  claimant  thereunder  to  show  a  compliance  therewith.  Healey  r. 
Imperial  Hre  Iru,  Co.,  268. 
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8.  KoTiGi  OF  InmiTioH  TO  Insubi  hot  Noticx  or  Insurahce.  Where  an  insur- 
ance policy  proTided  for  notice  of  anj  other  insnrance  which  should  afterwards 
be  made :  Hddy  that  notice  of  intention  to  further  insure  was  not  notice  of  fur- 
ther insurance,  nor  equiyalent  thereto,     ffealey  v.  Imperial  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  268. 

4.  ImuBJLircK  Aoknt — Extent  of  Autboritt.  An  insurance  agent  haying 
authority  to  receive  application,  make  survey,  remit  to  general  agent,  receive 
policy,  and  collect  premium,  though  the  agent  of  the  insurer  for  all  purposes 
touching  the  insurance  up  to  the  time  of  closing  the  application,  has  no  power 
after  the  policy  arrives  in  his  hands  to  waive  any  of  its  conditions ;  all  his 
functions  as  agent  have  then  ceased,  except  to  receive  the  premium.  Healey 
T.  Imperial  ^re  Ina,  Co.,  268. 

5.  OoMSTBUoriOM  OF  iKSU&Aifci  PoLicixs.  In  the  construction  of  policies  of  insur- 
ance there  is  but  one  safe  rule,  and  that  is,  to  take  the  contract  as  written, 
subtracting  nothing  therefrom  and  adding  nothing  thereto :  there  is  no  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  its  terms,  except  an  exact  compliance.  Healey  y. 
Imperial  Fire  Itu.  Co.,  268. 

6.  Voncs  OF  Intbhtion  to  Rksbw  Inburanck  mot  Notigb  of  Rbhkwal.  If  an  in- 
surance policy  require  "notice  of  any  other  insurance. already  made,  or  which 
shall  afterwards  be  made  elsewhere,"  a  notice  of  an  existing  insurance  and  of 
an  intention  to  renew  it,  is  not  notice  of  the  fact  of  renewal,  nor  a  compliance 
with  the  policy.    Healey  t.  Imperial  Fire  Ins,  Co.,  268. 

Flsadinob  om  Insuranoi  Poliot — see  Pleabiho,  2. 


IKTENT. 
Geiminal  ImsNT  KicsssART  TO  €k>NSTiTDTB  Crihb — See  Crimihai.  Law,  6. 


INTEREST. 

1.  Interest  on  Controllers*  Warrants.  If,  as  is  now  decided,  warrants  issued 
under  the  LegisUitive  Fund  Act  of  1869,  create  no  debt  against  the  State 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  restriction,  (Const.,  Art  IX,  Sec.  8)  the 
addition  of  an  interest  clause  to  such  warrants  cannot  make  them  unconstitu- 
tional.   Ash  T.  Parkinson,  16. 

2.  Interest,  What.  Interest  constitutes  no  part  of  the  origmal  demand ;  it  is 
simply  a  statutory  allowance  for  delay.    Ash  v.  Parkinson,  16. 

Interest  on  Monet  Borrowed  bt  Executobs  not  Allowed— see  Execu- 
tors, &o.,  11. 

Taxation  for  Interest  of  Unissded  County  Bonds — see  Taxes,  6. 
Interest  on  Indebtedness  of  Yiboinia  Citt — see  Virqinla  City,  2. 
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JOINT  DEBTOB& 

1.  Joint  Debtor  Dkfbndaiit  Dbclabid  a  Bamkhupt — Contimuanci.  Where,  in  a 
suit  against  partners  on  a  joint  claim  agunst  them,  it  appeared  that  one  had 
been  declared  a  bankrupt,  but  had  not  yet  received  his  discharge,  and  the  case 
was  continued  as  to  him :  Seld^  on  a  motion  for  a  continuance  as  to  the  other 
partner,  that  the  trial  could  not  proceed  against  him  until  a  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt  proceedings  of  his  copartner.     7\nknm  t.  OPNeaLe^  93. 

2.  Practici  Aot,  SicmoN  Tbirtt-two-Judomimt  against  Joint  Debtobs.  Where 
the  defendants  in  an  action  against  two  are  both  serred  with  the  summons,  a 
judgment,  under  section  thirty-two  of  the  Practice  Act,  cannot  be  entered 
against  one  to  be  executed  against  his  separate  property  and  the  joint  properiy 
of  both.    Mayenbaiwn  y.  Murphy^  883. 

Pabtnbbsbip  Gontracib  Joint — see  Pabtnxrship,  1. 


JUDGMENT. 

1.  JuDOMKNT  Voix>  TDK  WANT  OF  JURISDICTION.  A  judgment,  by  a  Justice  of  the 
Peace  against  a  non-resident,  where  the  affidavit  or  order  of  publication  is 
insufficient  and  there  is  no  personal  service  nor  any  appearance,  is  absolutely 
void.     IMa$  T.  Currit,  90. 

« 

No  BxYXRaAL  FOR  Error  whxri  Judomxnt  Clkarlt  Right — see  Apfrau,  8. 

JUDOMENTS  NOT  DISTURBED  ON  MeAGER  GrOUNDS — BCC  APPEALS,  7. 

Appeal  from  Judgment  where  Evidence  Conflicting— 4ee  Appeals,  16. 

No  Judgment  under  Section  82  of  Practice  Act,  where  Joint  Debtors 
Both  Serted — see  Joint  Debtors,  2. 

Judgment   against   one  Partner   barb   Action   against  Copartner— see 
Partnership,  2. 

JURISDIOTION. 

1.  State  Courts  not  to  Interfere  with  Jurisdiction  of  United  States  Courts. 
^  In  every  case  where  process  r^pilar  upon  its  face  has  been  issued  from  a 

United  States  Court  having  power  to  issue  process  of  such  a  nature,  the  officer 
while  acting  thereunder  is  fully  protected  against  any  interference  from  a  State 
Court;  and  such  State  Courts  when  judicially  informed  of  the  existence  of 
the  process,  cannot  go  behind  the  same  to  make  any  further  inquiry.  Ez  parU 
ma,  164. 

2.  Presumptions  in  payor  of  Proceedings  of  United  States  District  Court. 
A  District  Court  of  the  United  States  has  the  power  to  find,  through  its  grand 
jury,  an  indictment  for  any  offense  within  its  jurisdiction;  and  as  to  anf  matter 
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within  flucb  juriBdiction,  it  is  not  an  inferior  Court ;  and  the  preflumptions  are 
in  faror  of  the  regularity  of  its  proceedings.    Sk  parte  HiU,  154. 

8.  CoNsriTiTTioifAL  JuBiSDicmoN  ov  MUNICIPAL  GovitTB.  Sectiou  nine»  article  six , 
of  the  Constitution,  as  to  the  power  which  may  be  conferred  upon  Municipal 
Courts  is  restricted  by  section  one  of  the  same  article,  by  which  the  jurisdiction 
of  such  Courts  cannot  be  extended  beyond  municipal  purposes.  Meagher  t. 
County  of  Storey,  244. 

Ckbtiosabi  izmiDS  omlt  to  JimiSDionoHAL  QunnoNB — see  Certiorari,  1. 

JVDOIIEMT    OY  JuSnCI    OF    TBI  PRACI  TOID    FOR  WANT  OF  JURISDICTION — SCe 
JUDOMBNT,  1. 

No  Prbsumftion  in  fator  OF  Jurisdiction  of  Justice  of  thr  Pxacr — see 
Justice  of  the  Peace,  1. 

Statutory  Protisions  for  Acquiring  Jurisdiction — see  Sbrtice,  1. 


JURY. 

Province  of  Judos  and  Jury — ^Reduction  of  Verdict  ry  Judge — see  Ver- 
dict, 1. 

When  a  Verdict  will  re  Retersid  as  Against  Etidence — see  Verdict,  2. 


JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

1.  No  Presumption  in  fator  of  Jurisdichon  of  Justices  of  the  Peace. 
Nothing  can  be  presumed  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Justice  of  the  Peace, 
but  each  step  towards  its  acquirement  must  be  affirmatiyely  shown.  LUtie 
T.  Currie,  90. 

Affidayit  for  Purlication  of  Summons — see  Affidayit,  1. 

Judgment  of  Justice  without  Jurisdiction  absolutely  Void — see  Judg- 
ment, 1. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  Entry  under  Void  Lease — ^Tenancy  at  Will.  The  rule  that  a  tenancy  at  will 
is  created  where  a  tenant  enters  upon  property  under  a  Toid  lease,  and  as  such 
tenant  at  will  is  entitled  to  notice  to  quit,  does  not  apply  to  a  case  of  entry 
under  a  lease  made  by  a  pretended  agent  acting  entirely  without  authority 
from  the  owners.     Yellow  Jacket  8,  M,  Company  y.  Stevenaum,  224. 

Unauthorized   Lease   by  President  of  Mining  Company— see  Corpora- 
tions, 8. 

Leases  by  EzBcuroRS-Hiee  Executors,  &a,  4. 
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LANDS. 

1.  Location  amd  PoasESSioN  or  Land  for  Mill  Sits  and  Watkr  Right.  Black 
k  Eastman,  in  December,  1859,  posted  a  notice  on  a  tree  on  the  bank  of 
Carson  River,  of  the  location  by  them  of  a  water  right  oommendng  at  that 
point,  and  of  a  right  of  way  for  a  ditch  of  a  certain  capacity  to  a  rocky  bend 
of  the  river  below,  and  within  the  next  six  months  did  some  fifteen  or  twenty 
days'  work  on  the  ditch  but  not  sufficient  to  make  it  of  any  practical  use ; 
and  they  also  erected  a  monament  of  stones  at  a  point  suitable  for  a  mill  site, 
on  the  river  below  the  rocky  bend ;  after  which  nothing  further  was  done 
until  October,  1860,  when  DeGroot  entered :  JSi;^  not  sufficient  acts  on  the 
part  of  Black  k  Eastman  to  give  tliem  actual  possession  of  the  land  traversed 
by  the  ditch,  or  of  the  mill  site,  nor  to  prevent  DeGroot*s  entry  and  appropri- 
ation of  them.    Bolnnmn  v.  Imperial  SUver  Mmmg  Company^  44. 

2.  DinrxRSNCi  brwun  AppBOPBiAtiONS  or  Land  and  Water.  Public  land  is  ap- 
propriated by  one  character  of  act,  water  by  another.  The  digging  of  a  ditch, 
on  public  land  is  not  an  appropriation  of  land  sufficient  for  a  mill  site,  nor  is 
the  mere  appropriation  of  a  mill  site  an  appropriation  of  water  for  milling  pur- 
poses.   Bohinton  v.  Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company,  44. 

8.  Town  Sitb  Appropriations.  A  private  survey  for  a  town  site  was  made  of  a 
tract  of  land,  including  certain  premises  claimed  by  other  parties,  *and  not  as  a 
part  of  the  town  site,  which  premises  were  not  subdivided  into  lots  like  the 
balance  of  the  tract,  nor  plotted  on  the  map  thereof,  nor  were  they  fenced  or 
improved :  Held^  that  the  owners  of  the  town  site,  though  they  might  possess 
and  own  the  lots  subdivided,  staked  out  and  plotted  by  them  without  fencing 
or  other  improvement,  they  could  not  be  held  to  have  appropriated  the  prem- 
ises not  so  subdivided,  and  had  no  possession  of  them.  iSo&tiuon  v.  Imperial 
Silver  Mining  Company,  44. 

4.  FoROiBLB  Interruption  or  Sbttlement  on  Public  Land.  DeGroot,  having  en- 
tered upon  certain  public  land  under  the  Utah  Statute  of  1852  (Utah  Stats. 
1852,  176)  and  caused  it  to  be  surveyed,  was  engaged  in  fencing  it,  when  he 
was  forcibly  driven  off:  Hdd,  that  by  a  compliance  with  the  law  so  far  as  he 
could  or  was  permitted,  he  acquired  a  title  which  entitled  him  to  the  possession 
of  the  land  as  against  all  persons  except  the  government.  B6bin«m  ▼.  Im- 
perial Silver  Mining  Company,  44. 

5.  Removal  or  Wood  Cut  on  Public  Land  beporb  Patent.  Where  Peck,  being 
the  patentee  of  certain  public  land,  procured  an  injunction  to  restrain  Brown 
and  others  from  cutting  growing  trees,  and  also  from  removing  certain  cord- 
wood  and  other  timber  cut  before  the  issuance  of  the  patent  and  still  remain- 
ing on  the  land :  Held,  that  the  iig'unction  should  be  so  modified  as  to  allow 
the  cordwood  and  cut  timber  to  be  removed.    Peek  v.  Brown,  81. 

6.  Water  Rights — No  Riparian  Proprietorship  on  Public  Land.  In  a  suit  to 
ei\join  the  diversion  of  water  from  a  river,  which  was  first  appropriated  by  the 
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plaintllb,  it  was  Btipolated  that  **  the  only  title  to  the  lands  of  plamtiffs  and 
defendants  is  a  possessory  one,  the  fee  being  in  the  General  Government: 
Sddy  that  this  agreement  rebutted  the  proposition  of  a  defendant  that  he  was 
a  riparian  proprietor,  or  could  claim  the  water  as  such.  Covington  ▼.  Becker^ 
281. 

Bailsoad  Condemnation  or  Land— Qcantitt — see  Railroads,  4. 
Railboad  Dipots — How  mdch  Land  Necessart — see  Railroads,  6. 
Valuation  of  Land  taken  bt  Railroads — ^see  Railroads,  7,  8. 
Resulting  Trusts  in  Lands — see  Trusts,  1,  2,  8,  4. 


LEASES. 
(See  Landlord  and  Tenant.) 


LEGISLATURE. 

1.  Lsoislatite  Fund  Act  Constitutional.  The  Act  of  1869,  to  create  a  legis- 
latiye  fund  (Stats.  1869,  54)  is  not  unconstitutional.    Ath  v.  Parkinson^  16. 

2.  Expenditure  Necessary  to  Carrt  on  Legislatite  Action.  As  the  Constitu- 
tion provides  for  a  Legislature  and  recognizes  incidentally  the  necessary  officers 
and  ordinary  adjuncts  of  such  a  body,  it  also  impliedly  authorizes  such  expen- 
ditures as  are  necessary  to  carry  it  on.     Ash  v.  Parkiruon,  16. 

8.  Legislatite  Power  to  Appropriate  Monet.  The  Legislature  has  power  to 
appropriate  money  as  it  sees  fit  except  when  limited  by  the  Constitution.  A$h 
T.  Poribtruofi,  16. 

4..  Incidental  Expenses  or  Legislature  to  Accrue.  Incidental  expenses  of  the 
Legislature  to  accrue  cannot  be  held  to  constitute  **  claims  against  the  State," 
nor  do  they  require  action  by  the  Board  of  Examiners  as  such.  Ash  t.  Park- 
inson^ 16. 

6.  Incidental  Expenses  or  Legislature  Alreadt  Accrued.  There  is  a  reasonable 
doubt  as  to  whether  the  incidental  expenses  of  the  Legislature  already  accrued, 
constitutionally  require  examination  by  the  Board  of  Examiners ;  and  on  the 
question  of  the  constitutionality  of  a  statute  providing  for  the  payment  of 
such  expenses  without  such  examination,  it  cannot  on  the  ground  of  not  pro- 
Tiding  for  such  examination  be  pronounced  unconstitutional.  Ash  t.  Parkin- 
son, 16. 

6.  Power  or  Legislature  to  Fill  New  Orricss.  The  White  Pine  County  Act 
(Stats.  1869,  108)  created  the  new  office  of  Sheriff  of  White  Pine  County,  and 
appointed  Irwin  to  the  office :    ffddy  that  if  there  was  no  vacancy,  the  Legisla- 
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tare  had  the  power  to  appoint ;  if  there  was  a  racanc j,  the  act  creating  the 
office  and  occasioning  the  vacancy  filled  it     Clarke  t.  Irmn^  111. 

7.  LioiSLATiTi  PowiB  TO  DiCLAM  What  Shall  Opebatb  "  Vacakct.*'  Though 
the  Constitution  provides  in  some  instances  what  shall  operate  a  vacancy  in 
office,  such  as  absence  of  judicial  officers,  eta,  this  does  not  proliibit  the  Legis- 
lature from  enumerating  other  causes.     Clarke  v.  Irwin,  111. 

8.  PossiBLi  Abuse  or  Lbgiblativb  Powkb.  The  possible  abuse  of  legislative 
power  is  no  argument  agdnst  either  its  existence  or  appropriate  exercise. 
Clarke  v.  /riotn,  111. 

9.  PoriTLAB  OovBBimiMT.  The  maxim  that  all  political  power  origUuites  with  the 
people  lies  at  the  foundation  of  our  political  system ;  but  after  theorganintion 
of  government  it  is  only  through  their  representatives  that  the  people  can 
exercise  it     Oibeon  v.  Maeon,  288. 

10.  LxoiflLATivx  PowxB  OF  Stati  Lxoislatuxi.  The  State  Legislature  possesses 
legislative  power  unlimited  except  by  the  Federal  Constitution,  and  such  re- 
strictions as  are  expressly  placed  upon  it  by  the  State  Constitution ;  it  is  within 
the  sphere  of  legislation  the  exponent  of  the  popular  will,  endowed  with  all 
the  power  in  this  respect  which  the  people  themselves  possessed  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution.     Oibrnm  v.  JAuon,  288. 

11.  Thx  LioiBLATURX  TBX  JuDox  OF  ExpxDixHCT.  The  powcr  to  make  the  law  must 
necessarily  carry  with  it  the  right  to  judge  of  its  expediency  and  justice.  O^ 
mm  V.  Maeon,  288. 

12.  LiQiBLATivx  PowxB  AB  TO  AiDiNG  Railboadb.  Scction  ten  of  artide  eight  of 
the  Constitution,  which  prohibits  counties,  cities,  and  towns  from  becoming 
stockholders  in  corporations,  or  loaning  their  credit  in  aid  of  any  corporations* 
except  railroad  companies,  though  it  does  not  confer  any  right  upon  such 
organizations,  does  not  prevent  the  Legislature  from  authorizing  a  county  to 
aid  a  railroad,  either  by  loaning  its  credit,  donation,  or  otherwise.  Qibetm  t. 
Ma»on,  288. 

18.  LxoiSLATivx  PowxB  OF  Taxatioh  Unlimitbd.  So  far  as  the  extent  of  taxation 
is  concerned,  or  the  purposes  for  which  taxes  may  be  levied,  provided  such 
purposes  are  public  in  their  nature,  there  is  no  limit  or  restriction  placed  upon 
the  legislative  power.     0ib9(m  v.  Maeon,  288. 

14.  EXAHININO  POWSBB  OHLT  AdVTBOBT  TO  THX  LxOISLATirBB.  The  ATamming  pow- 
ers of  the  Board  of  Examiners  and  of  the  Controller  are,  with  reference  to  the 
Legislature,  only  advisory.    Zevts  v.  Doron,  899. 

Appbopbiationb  in  Abticipatiov  of  Bxcxxft  of  Public  Rbvbhux — Bee  Af> 

PBOPBIATION,  1. 
RbMOVAL  OF  JUDOBS  FBOM  OFFICE  BT  LXOIBLATUBB — SCO  COBSTITUTIOH,  16. 
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PowxB  TO  Appoint  Railroad  GoifMiasioinna — see  Constitutioii,  16. 
Policy  akd  Expedisnct  op  Statutes — see  Constitution,  8. 


LICENSES. 

1.  Statute  against  Issuance  op  False  Licenses.  The  Legislature,  in  passing  the 
statute  against  the  issuance  of  licenses  other  than  those  properly  issued  to  the 
Sheriff,  (Stats.  1864-6, 299)  did  not  intend  such  fearful  consequences  as  a  con- 
viction for  felony,  and  imprisonment  in  the  State  prison,  upon  the  violation 
merely  of  the  letter  of  the  statute;  and  in  a  prosecution  under  it,  a  charge  to 
the  jury  which  entirely  ignores  any  question  of  criminal  intent  is  error.  State 
V.  OardMTy  877. 

LIENS. 

1.  Statutort  Lien  por  Keeping  Animals  Lost  bt  Surrender  op  Possession. 
-    Where  a  stable-keeper  boarded  a  team  of  horses,  but  allowed  them  every  day 

to  be  driven  away  to  work,  and  on  one  occasion  after  being  so  driven  away 
they  were  not  returned :  HddL,  that  though  he  might  under  the  statute  (Stat- 
utes of  1866,  65)  have  retained  possession  of  the  horses,  and  insisted  upon 
his  lien,  yet,  havii^g  allowed  them  to  be  driven  away,  he  relinquished  posses- 
sion and  thereby  lost  his  right  of  lien.     Cardinal  v.  BdtoardSy  86. 

2.  Fixing  Future  Time  op  Payment  Destroys  Lien.  The  fixing  of  a  future 
time  of  payment  for  the  keeping  or  boarding  of  annuals,  such  as  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  on  the  first  of  each  month,  destroys  the  lien  contemplated  by  the 
Statute  of  1866.    (Statutes  of  1866,  65.)    Cardinal  v.  Edwards^  86. 

8.  Forpbiturb  op  Rights  and  Lien  under  Contract  by  Noncompliance.  Where 
a  person  contracted  to  cut  down  the  timber  of  another,  and  deliver  the  same 
by  a  certain  time  at  a  certain  place,  for  a  certain  price  to  be  then  paid,  and 
was  to  have  a  lien  upon  the  wood  for  the  stipulated  payments,  and  he  failed 
to  deliver  by  the  time  specified :  Hdd^  that  though  paid  as  he  cut  the  wood 
all  his  labor  was  worth,  he  had  forfeited  all  right  under  the  contract,  and  had 
no  right  of  lien.    Hilger  v.  Edioard$y  85. 

No  Homestead  as  Against  Lien  por  Purchase  Honey — see  Homestead,  1,2. 

Mortgage  to  secure  Purchase  Honey  not  a  Vendor's  Lien — see  Mort- 
gage, 1. 

LIMITATIONS. 

1.  Construction  op  Statute  op  Limitations.  Section  twenty-one  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  (Stats.  1861)  in  the  use  of  the  expression  **  cause  of  action,*'  in- 
cludes real  action  or  actions  as  to  real  estate  as  well  as  personal  action.  Rob- 
tfuofi  V.  Imptrial  Silver  Mwinff  Company^  44. 
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8.     Statutes  of  LixiTXTioir  oinzrallt  Amor  thk  Rkkkdt  and  not  thi  Rioht. 

Statutes  of  Limitation  apply  only  to  the  remedy  on  a  contract^  and  not  to  the 
right  or  obligation ;  bo  that,  thoogh  the  statutory  bar  has  fully  run  agsinsi  a 
contract  where  made,  yet,  if  it  is  to  be  performed  at  another  place,  and  it  is 
not  there  barred,  it  may  be  enforced,  prorided  the  statute  has  not  absolutely, 
by  its  terms,  extinguished  and  nullified  the  cUum  itseUl  Wilcox  t.  WUUamij 
206. 

8.  ErrscT  or  Nsw  Statutxs  or  Limitation.  The  Statute  of  Umitationfl  in  force 
at  the  time  of  suit  brought  govema  the  remedy  on  a  contract:  provided^  in 
case  of  the  passage  of  a  new  statute  after  the  making  of  the  contract,  si  rea- 
sonable time  be  given  to  bring  suit     WUeox  t.  WUliamtj  206. 

4.  Construction  or  New  Statuti  or  Limitations.  The  Statute  of  Limitations  of 
1862,  (Stats.  1862,  82)  which  provided  that  suit  should  be  brought  on  a  contract 
made  without  the  State  withm  six  months  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued, 
was  amended  in  1867  (Stats.  1867,  85)  so  as  to  extend  the  period  of  limitation 
on*such  contiacts  to  two  years:  Hddj  that  after  the  passage  of  the  latter  Act 
suit  might  be  brought  on  any  contract  made  out  of  the  State,  the  cause  of 
action  on  which  had  accrued  within  two  years,  though  it  might  hare  been 
barred  under  the  former  statute.     Wilcox  v.  WilUanUy  206. 

5.  Statute  or  Limitations — ^New  Promises.  The  Statute  of  Limitations  (Stats. 
1861, 81)  excludes  an  acknowledgment  or  promise  not  in*writing*as  evidence  of  a 
new  or  continuing  contract  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute. 
Wilcox  V.  WUliams,  206. 

6.  Statute  or  Limitations — ^Part  Payment.  Part  payment  is  not  sufficient  as  a 
new  promise  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
Wilcox  T.  Williams,  206. 

1,  Statute  or  Limitations — Acknowuedoments  must  be  Distinct.  An  acknowl- 
edgment, to  take  a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  must 
be  clear,  explicit,  and  direct  to  the  point  that  the  debt  is  due.  Wiloox  v.  Wil- 
lianuy  206. 

8.  Statute  or  Limitations — ^Burden  or  pROor  on  New  Promise.  If  a  plaintiiT, 
relying  upon  an  acknowledgment  in  writing  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  ope- 
ration of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  proves  a  general  acknowledgment  of  in- 
debtedness, the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  it  related  to 
a  different  demand  from  the  one  in  controversy.     Wtleox  v.  WUUanUf  206. 

9.  Statute  or  Limitations — ^Conditional  New  Promise.  A  promise  to  pay  a 
debt  when  able,  is  not  sufficient  of  itself  as  an  acknowledgment  or  new  promise 
to  take  a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  Wilcox  v. 
WilUama,  206. 

10.  Statute  or  Limitations — Absence  ntOM  State.  A  defendant,  to  avail  himself 
of  the  bar  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  must  have  been  within  the  State  for 
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the  fall  time  limited  bj  the  statute  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued  against 
him.     Todman  y.  Purdy^  2S8. 

11.  Construction  or  Ssction  Two  or  Statute  or  Limitations.  Section  twenty-one 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (Stats.  1867,  86)  has  entirelj  overthrown  the  old 
rule  that  the  statute,  when  once  it  began  to  run,  continued  to  run,  notwith- 
standing absence  from  the  State.     Todman  y.  Purdy,  288. 

FORIIGN    CORPORATIONB  CANNOT    PLBAD  StATUTI    Or    LIMITATIONS — SeC  COSPO- 
BATIONS,  1. 

MANDAMUa 

1.  Mandamus.  Under  the  Act  of  1 869,  providing  for  the  transfer  of  certain  records 
and  suits  from  Lander  to  White  Fine  County,  (Stats.  1869,  187) :  ffeld,  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  County  Clerk  of  Lander  County  to  transfer  the  records 
and  suits  therein  directed  to  be  transferred,  and  that  he  could  be  compelled  to 
do  so  by  mandamus.    Hooten  v.  MeKinney^  194.  • 

2.  Mandamus  Not  Issund  Whxn  Fruitliss.  A  mandamus  will  not  issue  to  require 
the  performance  of  a  duty,  unless  it  appear  that  the  defendant  has  it  in  his 

»    power  to  perform  the  duty  required.    McChdre  y.  WaUrman^  828. 

8.  Elko  County  Rxoistsation.  Where  the  Act  to  create  Elko  County  (Stats. 
1869,  158)  required  certain  Registry  Agents  to  register  the  names  of  electors 
before  June  2lBt,  1869;  and  after  that  date  a  mandamus  was  issued  to  com- 
pel one  of  them  to  erase  names  improperly  r^;istered :  Hdd,  that  the  Registry 
Agent  was  funetM  officio  ;  that  the  writ  consequently  could  not  be  complied 
with,  and  that  it  was  therefore  improperiy  issued.    McOtAre  y.  Waterman^  828. 

Retixw  or  Action  or  Rioistbt  Aoints  on  Mandamus — see  Rioistrt  Law, 
1,8. 

Mandamus  roR  Equalization  or  Subsiqubnt  Asussmbnts — see  Taxis,  10. 


MAXIMS. 

1.  No  ApyANTAGB  or  One's  Own  Wrong.  The  law  permits  no  person  to  profit  by 
his  own  wrong.    Robmaon  y.  ImperiaL  SUner  Mimng  Company^  44. 

2.  EzpRissio  Unius  Ezclusio  Altrrius.  It  is  the  presumption,  when  one  person 
or  thing  is  expressly  mentioned  in  a  statute,  that  all  other  persons  and  things 
are  to  be  excluded.     Virginia  <b  Tntekee  RaUroad  Company  y.  EUicU^  868. 

ExpRiasio  0N1US,  Ezclusio  Altxrius — see  Construction,  9. 

Statucs  in  Pari  Materia  should  be  construed  together — see  CoNsrituc- 
tion,  14,  19,  20. 

All  Political  Power  Origixateb  with  the  People — see  Leoiblature,  9. 
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MERGER. 

JfTDGlfXAT  AGAINST  ONK  PaRTNSR  MSBOIS  DKBT  AND  BABS  ACTION  AGAINST  Co- 

PABTNKB — see  Pabtnuship,  2. 

HILL  SITE. 
Location  and  PoesissioN  of  Land  fob  Mill  Site — see  Lands,  1,  2. 

MINEa 

Unautbobized  Lbasb  bt  Pbesident  of  Mining  Company — see  Cobpobations,  S. 
Mining  Stocks  of  Dbobasxd  Pbbsons— see  Exboutobs,  &a,  9. 
Paticxnt  of  Assissmxnts  on  Mining  Stock  bt  Ezxcutobs — see  Pbobatb,  6. 
Taxk  on  Pbocibds  of  Minis — see  Taxis,  I,  2. 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  Mobtgagb  to  sicubi  Pubchasi  Monit  not  a  Yindob^s  Lien.  A  suit  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  given^to  secure  the  purchase  money  of  land,  is  not  a  suit  for 
the  enforcement  of  a  Yendor*s  lien.    Hopper  y.  Parl^mvni^  283. 

KO    HOICISTEAD    AS    AGAINST    MOBTGAGI    FOB    POBCHASI   MONIT — See    HOMI- 
8TBAD,  2. 

MURDER. 

1.  DiGBU  OF  Pboof  to  Ribut  Pbbsumption  of  Mubdbb.  a  charge  to  the  jury  in  a 
murder  case  that,  if  the  intentional  killing  is  established  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  and  the  proof  of  the  killing  does  not  manifest  that  the' crime  amounted 
only  to  manslaughter,  or  was  justifiable  or  excusable  homicide,  the  burden  of 
proving  circumstances  in  mitigation,  justification,  or  excuse,  would  devolve  upon 
the  defendant ;  and  that  "  this  burden  being  cast  upon  the  defendant,  it  is  not 
sufficient  for  him  to  raise  a  reasonable  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  jury  whether 
or  not  such  circumstances  exist,  but  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  establish  to  your 
satisfaction,  by  preponderating  proof,  that  there  are  circumstances  to  mitigate, 
justify,  or  excuse  the  homicide '' :  HM^  error.    StaJU  v.  MeCluer,  1S2. 

MuBDXB — ^Thbeats — ^Failubi  to  Connbct  P&oof  adkitted  on  Condition — 
see  Cbiminal  Law,  8. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  Statiment  fob  New  Tbial— Specification  of  Bbbob.  In  a  statement  on  mo- 
tion for  new  trial,  which  contains  the  charge  of  the  Judge  as  an  entirety,  a  sped- 
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fic&tion  of  error,  "that  the  Court  erred  in  giving  to  the  jnry  the  instmctionB 
as  set  forth  in  this  statement,"  is  sufficient.  Ellis  v.  Central  Pacific  BaUroad 
Company^  256. 

2.  SrATEMENT  ON  Niw  Tbial — SpBcincATioN  OF  iNSUFncuNOT  OT  Eyidbnok.  On 
motion  for  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  insnfficiency  of  the  evidence,  it  is  in- 
dispensable in  the  statement  to  designate  the  particulars  in  which  the  insatBo- 
iencj  consists..    CaJdweU  v.  Oredy^  268. 

8.  Errors  of  Law  to  bk  pointed  out  in  Statements.  A  statement  on  motion  for 
new  trial  on  the  ground  of  errors  in  law  must  particularly  designate  the  errors 
relied  on,  otherwise  it  will  be  disregarded.     Caldwell  ▼.  Oreefy,  268. 

4.  Fatal  Detects  in  Statbhents  on  New  Trial.  If  a  statement  on  motion  for 
new  trial,  on  the  grounds  of  insufficiency  of  evidence  and  errors  in  law,  fail  to 
specify  the  particulars  in  which  the  evidence  is  insufficient,  and  the  particular 
errors  in  law  relied  on,  an  order  denying  such  motion  will  not  be  disturbed  in 
the  Appellate  Court,  nor  will  any  inquiry  be  made  into  the  merits  of  the 
motion.     CaUhaell  v.  Greely^  268. 

5.  New  Trial — Specification  of  "  Errors  in  Law."    Where  a  motion  for  new 
*  trial  was  made  upon  the  sole  ground  of  **  errors  in  law  occurring  at  the  trial,** 

and  the  statement  contained  no  specification  of  the  particular  errors  relied  on : 
Ifeld^  that  the  granting  of  a  new  trial  was  error.  Mc  WiUiams  v.  Herechman^ 
268. 

6.  Defective  Statements  on  New  Trial.  A  statement  on  motion  for  new  trial  on 
the  sole  ground  of  errors  in  law,  which  contains  no  specification  of  particular 
errors,  as  required  by  section  one  hundred  and  ninety-seven  of  the  Practice 
Act,  is  virtually  no  statement ;  and  a  Court  has  no  more  right  to  grant  a  new 
tiifl  on  such  a  statement  than  if  there  were  no  statement  at  all.  MeWUUamt 
V.  Henehman^  263. 

7.  Distinction  as  to  Weight  of  Evidence  on  New  Trial  and  on  Appeal.  The 
rule  that  a  verdict  should  not  be  reversed  as  against  evidence  by  an  Appellate 
Court,  where  there  is  a  material  conflict  in  the  testimony,  and  there  is  some 
substantial  evidence  to  support  it,  does  not  apply  with  strictness  to  motions  for 
new  trial ;  and  it  is  generally  held  that  on  such  motions,  to  authorize  the  nui 
priue  Judge  to  set  aside  a  verdict,  the  weight  of  evidence  against  the  verdiot 
need  not  be  so  decided  and  great  as  is  required  by  an  Appellate  Court  to  re- 
verse it    State  V.  YeQaw  Jacket  Company ^  416. 

Amendments  to  Statements  on  New  Trial — see  Amendments,  1. 

Judgment  Clearly  Right  should  not  re  set  aside  for  Error — see  Ap- 
peals, 8. 

Appeal  from  Proceedings  subsequent  to  Argument  of  Motion  for  New 
Trial — see  Appeals,  12. 

Appeal  from  Order  Refusing  Amendment  to  Statement  on  New  Trial— 
see  Appeals,  IS. 
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PouiTS  Ijctoltxd  oh  Appsal  noM  New  Tbial  Obj»r— see  Aptbals,  14. 

New   Trial    ih   ORiiciirAL  Oasis  whiri  Jury  Misled   bt   Charob — see 
Gharqb,  2. 

Rbductiob  or  Ybrdiot  on  Nbw  Trial — see  Vbrdict,  1. 


NOTIOBL 

1.  Afpropriatiob  or  Riqbt  or  Wat,  not  an  Appropriation  or  a  Tract  op 
Lani^  a  notice  of  appropriation  of  a  right  of  way  for  a  water  ditch  is  noi 
sttiBoie&t  as  a  notice  of  appropriation  of  the  land  upon  the  sides  of  it.  Bob- 
tfuon  v.  Imperial  Silver  Mimng  Company,  44. 

Notion  or  Otheb  Insurangb — see  Insubancb,  1. 

KoTiCB  or  Intention  to  Inscrb  not  Notice  or  Inbubance — see  Insitbancb,  8. 

Notice  or  Intention  to  Renew  Inbubance  not  Notice  or  Renewal — see 
Insurance,  6. 

Notice  to  Quit  undeb  Void  LBASE-^-see  Landlobd  and  Tenant,  1. 

OFFICES  AND  OFFICERS. 

1.  Appointments  to  New  County  Optices  ob  Vacancies.  The  Constitutional  pro- 
▼ision  requiring  county  and  township  officers  to  be  elected  by  the  people, 
(Art.  IV,  Sec.  82)  does  not  apply  to  cases  of  emergency  or  special  occasion, 
such  as  the  creation  of  a  new  office  or  a  vacancy.     Clarke  t.  Irvnn,  111. 

2.  Appointment  bt  both  Leoislatube  and  Gotebnob.  By  the  White  Pine  County 
Act  (Stats.  1869,  108)  Irwin  was  appointed  Sheriff  of  that  county,  and  the 
Goremor  granted  him  a  commission  as  such :  Eddy  whether  the  appointing 
power  resided  in  the  Legislature  or  in  the  Govemor,  Irwin  was  lawfully  such 
Sheriff.     Clarke  v.  /notn,  111. 

8.  Appointment  to  Take  Efpbct  at  Futube  Day.  An  appointment  to  a  new  office 
to  take  effect  at  a  future  day,  when  the  act  creating  such  office  is  to  go  into 
effect,  is  a  good  appointment     Clarke  r.  Irwin,  111. 

4.  OrriciAL  Sebyices  undeb  Unoonbtitutional  Statutes.  Where  an  officer  per- 
formed services  under  an  unconstitutional  Act:  HM,  that  such  serrices  were 
gratuitous  and  no  compensation  could  be  recovered  therefor,  on  the  prindple 
that  the  right  to  the  salary  or  compensation  of  an  office  depends  upon  the  title 
to  such  office.    Meagher  v.  County  of  Storey,  244. 

6.  iNDiBECt  Trial  op  Right  to  Ovfice.  In  an  action  by  a  City  Recorder  for  fees 
for  services  performed  under  an  Act  claimed  to  be  vmd :  Held,  that  the  consti- 
tutionality of  the  Act  could  be  inquired  into,  though  it  might  be  indirectly  try- 
ing plaintiff's  right  to  the  office.    Meagher  v.  County  (f  Storey,  244. 
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6.  YALiDnr  or  Acts  or  Dk  Facto  OFncuts.  Acts  performed  by  a  City  Becorder 
AS  a  Committing  Magistrate,  though  the  statute  authorlziiig  him  to  so  act  is 
unconstitutional  and  Toid,  are  to  be  regarded  as  acts  of  a  <lf  fa/cto  officer,  and 
▼alid  as  to  third  persons  and  the  public.    Mtagher  y.  Coumlt^  of  Storty,  244. 

7.  Dk  Faoto  OrrfOKBS  cankot  Rscotkb  fob  Services.  The  considerations  which 
support  and  vaUdate  the  acts  of  officers  de  facto  do  not  go  so  far  as  to  authorise 
the  recoyery  by  them  of  payment  for  serrices  performed  as  such.  MeagKtr  t. 
Oowtiiy  o/ /Seorey,  244. 

8.  OmoB,  HOW  Vacated.  An  office  presently  filled  cannot  become  vacant  without 
a  removal  either  voluntary  or  involuntary ;  when  voluntary,  no  judi<»al  determi- 
nation resulting  in  vacation  is  necessary ;  when  involuntary,  such  determination 
is  essential,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  the  Constitution  or  laws  in  pursuance 
thereof.     O'Neale  v.  McCliniUm^  829. 

BxMOVAL  or  JcnMin  vbom  Oitigi — see  Comrrnrnoir,  15. 

OrriciAL  Acts  by  Employbes — see  Cobsxbuotion,  7. 

Statutes  Rblatiko  to  Ditrbent  Oivioers  baying  Similab  Duties — see 

CONSfBUOTION,  20. 

Duty  or  OmcsB  to  make  Betubn  to  Wbtt  or  Habeas  Cobpus — see  Habbab 
Corpus,  2. 

Insanity  or  District  Judge  does  not  Vacatb  OmcB — see  Insane  Pbbsons,  1. 
Constitution  Recognizes  Nbcessaby  Legislative  OrricBRS — see  Lboisla- 

TUBE,  2. 

Vacancy  in  New  OrricB— see  Vacancy,  2. 


OBDER. 

Loss  or  Rboobds — ^Neglect  or  Clbbks  to  Entbb  Obdbbs — see  Rboobd^  1. 
Obdeb  roB  Publication  or  SumcoNs — see  Summons,  1,  2. 

ORMSBY  COUNTY 

L  Obmsby  County  Railroad  Bonds.  The  Act  authoriziDg  the  issuance  of  the 
bonds  of  Ormsby  County  to  the  Virginia  and  Truckee  Railroad  Company  (Stats. 
1869,  48)  is  not  unconstitutional    Qibtim  v.  Mawn^  288. 

PARDON. 

Amnesty  a  Gbnebal  Paboon— see  Amnesty,  1. 

PowEB  or  Pbesidxnt  or  Unitbd  Statu  to  Pabdon— see  United  StatbIi  8. 
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PABTNSBSHIP. 

1.  PiUMniHip  CownAms  Jour.  Parknenhip  obligations  are  Jomt  in  their  na- 
ture at  least  to  the  extent  that  one  partner  may  always  take  advantage  of  the 
nonjoinder  of  his  oopartner  in  an  actioo  on  a  partnership  eontraot.  Tmtum 
T.  (yNmU,  98. 

2.  Jvdomhit  ▲oaikr  om  PAsnm  babs  Acnow  ▲OAum  his  OopiimmL  A 
Judgment  against  one  partner  iip<m  a  partnership  contract  merges  the  debt 
and  oonstitutes  a  bar  to  a  snbseqnent  action  for  the  same  breach  against  his 
oopartners.     IhJernn  v.  (/NmHb^  99. 

S.       AonOH    AOAUBT    PaBTHKR    WHKU    GOPABTmR   DISCHABOBD    IK    BaBJUIUFTCI. 

Where  one  of  two  partners  is  discharged  in  bankmptcy,  the  other  may  be  pro- 
ceeded against  alone.     TInJhim  t.  QNtai^  98. 


PARTY. 

SZBCOTOBB  GOMPmHT  WmiKBn  IB    THBIB  OWB  BbHAU     SCO  WiTBBS,  1. 

PATENT. 
BwoTAL  or  Wood  Citt  ob  Public  Labd  hbfobb  Patxbt — see  Labdb,  6. 

PLEADING. 

1.  Facts  bot  bbquibibo  Pboof  bbquirb  boPlbadibo.  No  fact  is  required  to  be 
pleaded  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  prove.     TodnMOi  r.  Purthf,  288. 

S.  Plbadibo  ob  Ibsubakcb  Poliot.  li^  in  an  action  on  an  insurance  policy,  the 
claimant  alleges  generally  a  compliance  with  its  terms  and  rerifies  his  pleading, 
he  wQl  not  be  put  to  proof  unless  in  the  answer  particular  breach  is  STerred. 
Hmdey  t.  Imperial  Fire  InKwranee  Company^  268. 

Plbadibo  abd  Pboob  or  Owbbbship  or  Pbovissobt  Notbb— see  Pbomissobt 

N0TB8,4. 

POSSESSION. 

1.  Actual  Possbbsiob  or  Labd — ^What.  The  possession  of  public  land  necessary 
to  be  shown  to  enable  a  claimant  relying  solely  upon  prior  possession  to  re- 
cover in  ejectment,  must  be  an  actual  occupation— a  complete  subjugation  to 
the  win  and  control,  a  pedi»  ponesaio.  The  mere  assertion  of  title,  the  casual 
or  occasional  doing  of  some  acts  on  the  land,  or  the  bare  marking  of  bounda- 
ries, hare  never  been  held  sufficient  after  the  lapse  of  a  sufficient  time  to  make 
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such  incloBures  or  improvementB  as  may  be  necessary  to  giye  actual  poesessioii. 
Eobhmm  t.  Imperial  SUver  Mming  Cwnpanjf^  44. 

Location  ahd  Pobbusion  of  Land  tob  Mill  Sin  and  Watek  Bioht — see 
Lands,  1, 2. 

Town  Site  Appbopeiation  and  Possession — see  Lanm,  8. 

Forcible  LfTERRUPriON  ov  Settlshent  on  Public  Land— see  Lands,  4. 

Loss  of  Lien  fob   Keeping  Animals  bt  Scbrendeb  of  Possession— see 
Liens,  1. 

Right  of  Present  Possession  to  Maintain  Repletin — see  Repletin,  1. 

RiOBT  OF  PROPEBTT  ON  CONDITIONAL  SaLE  OF  OhATTELS — SCO  SaLES,  1,  2. 

Presumption  in  payor  of  Possession  of  Settleb  Fobciblt  Dbitbn  owr^ 
see  Settlebs,  1. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  Adhsbenob  to  Law  on  Points  of  PteAcncs.  Thongh  a  sonroe  of  regret  to  a 
Court  to  decide  a  point  of  practice  so  as  to  affect  substantial  rights,  such  pofaii 
when  presented  must  be  met,  and  the  only  safe  and  proper  rule  is  to  adhere  to 
the  law.    Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company  v.  BantoWy  252. 

2.  Adhebence  to  Established  Rules  of  F^cncE.  It  is  better  to  follow  a  wrong 
rule  in  matters  of  practice,  which  has  been  established  and  generally  adopted 
and  acted  on,  than  to  adopt  a  new  rule  to  which,  at  some  future  time,  equally 
serious  objections  may  present  themselTes.    Sherwood  t.  Suea^  849. 

Sebtice  of  Summons  m  County  whebb  befobe  sebted  out  of  County — see 
Sebyice,  2. 

PRACTICE  ACT. 

1.  CoNSTBUcnoN  OF  SECTION  Thibty^wo  OF  PnAoriGE  AcT.  SectioD  thirty-two 
of  the  Practice  Act  does  not  provide  a  rule  for  the  disposition  of  aetions 
against  ssYeral  joint  debtors,  where  all  have  been  served  and  appeared,  and 
the  proceedings  against  one  are  suspended  by  bankruptcy.  Hmkmn  y. 
(yileale,  98. 

2.  CoNBTBUcnoN  OF  Sbchon  Three  Hundbed  and  Eleven  of  Pbactice  Act. 
Section  three  hundred  and  eleven  of  the  Praotioe  Act  does  not  conflict  with 
Section  four  hundred  and  forty*one  of  the  same,  which  allows  costs  to  the  con- 
testants of  an  executor's  accounts  as  the  prevailing  parties,  when  they  sooceed 
in  reducing  the  amounts  allowed  on.  settlement.    £ktaU  of  JkRUemmeh^  161. 

8.  Pbactice  Act,  Sections  One  Hundbed  and  Eighty-two  and  Thbsb  Hundbed 
AND  Forty — "  Wbitten  Decision  "  and  **  Wbitien  Opinion."  The  "  written 
decision ''  referred  to  in  section  one  hundred  and  eighty-two  of  the  Practice 
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Act,  U  lomeihiiig  which  must  precede  the  judgment,  and  upon  which  it  is 
entered,  end  is  different  from  the  *'  written  opinion  '*  referred  to  in  section  three 
hundred  end  forty.     CarbeU  y.  /o6,  201. 

P&AonGB  Aor,  Sia  82— Jitdomiiit  aoaihbt  Joikt  DnroBa— eee  Joivt  Dkbt- 

0B8,  2. 

pRAonci  Act,  Sia  197 — Diworivi  SvATixiim  om  Nkw  Tbial — see  New. 
Trial,  6. 

Protisiohb  fob  othse  than  Pkbsonal  Sbrtici — see  Sertiob,  1. 

PftAcnci  Act,  Sxcb.  28  ahd  88 — Sioomd  Skbtiob  of  Scmmons — see  Bvu- 
nous,  8. 

PBESumnoNa 

PanuifpTioHS  OF  GouscnmB  of  iNsrsrcTioNS  Gmor  and  Refubid — see 
Appeals,  18, 19. 

Presumption  of  Constitution alitt  of  Statutes — see  Construction,  1, 11. 

PlBBuiiFnoN  AS  to  Ratificatioh  of  Lease — see  Corporations,  8. 

Prbsuhption  in  payor  of  Procerdinos  of  United  States  District  Ooubtb — 
see  Jurisdiction,  2. 

No  Presumption  in  payor  of  Jurisdiction  of  Justice  of  the  Peace — see 
JusnoB  OF  the  Peace,  1. 

Presumption  of  Ownership  in  Holder  of  Promissory  Note — see  Promis- 
sory Notes,  8. 

Presumption  in  payor  of  Settler  Interrupted  in  Settlement  —  see  Set- 
tlers, 1. 

Presumptions  in  payor  of  Statutes — see  Statutes,  8. 


PROBATE. 

1.  PosiTiYX  Law  must  be  strictly  followed  by  Executors.  When  the  law  has 
clearly  pointed  out  a  certain  course  to  be  pursued  by  executors,  that  course 
must  be  strictly  followed ;  and  if  they  disregard  it  they  should  be  held  to 
answer  for  any  loss  which  the  estate  may  suffer  thereby,  notwithstanding  they 
may  haYc  been  actuated  by  the  best  of  motiyes.    JSitais  of  MUUnwieh^  161. 

2.  Acts  of  Exbcutors  in  good  faith  without  Order  of  Court.  If  an  executor 
should  in  good  faith  do  an  act  without  an  order  of  Court,  which  the  law  de- 
dares  shall  not  be  dcme  without  such  order,  and  if  the  act  be  <me  which  the 
Court  would  haye  approved  or  ordered  done,  and  no  ii^ury  has  resulted  from 
his  action,  he  should  not  be  chargeable  with  mismanagement  of  the  estate. 
SdaU  of  mOewvidi,  161. 

8.     Settlement  of  Accounts  of  Executors — ^Irreoularities  in  Pboceedinos.    Ir- 
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TOgnlaritieB  in  probate  proceediDgs,  which  have  not  been  prejudicial  to  the 
estate,  should  not  influence  the  CSourt  in  the  settlement  of  accounts,  the  mafai 
inquiry  in  such  cases  being  whether  the  amounts  charged  are  just  and  legal 
daims  against  the  estate,  and  whether  the  executor  has  managed  its  affairs 
with  good  faith  and  ordinary  prudence.    JSstate  of  MtUenoviehy  161. 

4.  OBjKcrioRS  TO  Appraisbbs  not  Valid  Objbotionb  to  Exicutors'  Accounts. 
That  the  appraisers  of  an  estate  were  not  disinterested  parties,  as  by  statute 
they  are  required  to  be,  is  no  reason  why  the  just  accounts  of  the  executor 
should  not  be  settled  and  allowed.    JEitate  qfJUlUnovieh,  161. 

5.  Purchase  bt  Executor  aitbr  Eotatx  cbasxs  to  hayx  Interest.  Hiere  is 
nothing  in  the  probate  la#  to  prohibit  an  executor  from  becoming  interested 
in  property  of  the  estate  of  his  testator  after  the  estate  has  ceased  to  have  any 
interest  in  it.    JEUate  of  MUUimieh,  161. 

6.  Patment  or  Asbessvxnts  on  Mining  Stocks  bt  Exsoutobs.  It  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Probate  Ck>urt  to  order  payment  of  assessments  legally 
levied  upon  mining  stocks  belonging  to  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person ;  and 
if  the  executor  act  in  obedience  to  such  order,  it  would  be  inequitable  to  charge 
him  personally  with  payments  so  .made,  or  refiise  to  allow  them  as  just  pay- 
ments made  for  the  estate.    EOaU  of  MUUnovieh^  161. 

7.  Illegal  Claims  against  Estates  partly  Paid.  The  fact  that  part  of  an  iUegal 
claim  against  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person  has  been  paid  and  allowed  in  a 
previous  account  of  the  executor,  is  no  reason  why  the  balance  should  be 
allowed  on  a  subsequent  account    JEttcOe  of  MiUenoviehf  161. 

Costs  on  Contested  Settlement  of  Exeoutor^s  Aooounts — see  Costs,  1. 

Ex£CUT0R*8  Accounts  for  Repairs,  Funeral  Expenses,  Expenses  of  Last 
Sickness,  &c. — see  Executors,  8,  6,  6. 

Executors  interested  in  Purchases  from  Estates — see  Executors,  &c.,  7. 

Expenses  of  Contest  between  Executors — see  Executors,  10. 

Interest  on  Monet  fioRRowxD  bt  Executors — see  Executors,  &o.,  11. 


PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

1.  Promissory  Notes  of  Virginia  City.  The  City  of  Virginia,  by  its  Mayor  and 
Board  of  Aldermen,  having  taken  a  lease  of  certain  rooms  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  its  Common  Council,  at  a  rental  of  two  hundred  doHars  i>er  month, 
and  having  agreed  in  the  lease  if  the  rent  were  not  paid  as  it  fell  due,  to  exe- 
cute its  promissory  notes  therefor,  bearing  interest  at  five  per  cent  per  month ; 
and  its  notes  having  been  accordingly  executed  in  regular  form ;  and  it  being 
admitted  that  it  had  the  power  to  take  a  lease :  Hdd,  that  )t  had  the  power  to 
execute  the  notes  as  a  means  of  carrying  out  the  power  of  taking  a  lease. 
jyouglan  v.  Mayor^  cfrc,  of  VWginia  C%,  147. 
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%  PBOMI880RT  NoTS  PATABLi  iH  CALiroEHLA.  OS  NsTAiu.  A  promissory  note, 
msde  in  Califoniia,  and  payable  '*  in  California  or  Nevada,*'  can  at  payer's  option 
be  paid  in  either  State,  and  therefore  cannot  be  construed  into  a  contract  to  be 
performed  in  Nevada,  so  as  to  bring  it  within  the  purriew  of  the  rule  touching 
the  place  of  payment     Wileox  y.  WilUami^  206. 

8.  PRSsuimiOM  OF  OwmasHiF  ih  Holdxr  of  Provissoet  Note.  In  a  suit  on  a 
promissory  note  by  the  payee,  his  possession  thereof,  though  it  may  bear  his 
indorsement  to  another  person,  sulBciently  establishes  liis  title  to  it  without 
further  proof — ^the  law  presuming  the  holder  to  be  the  owner.  Todman  t. 
Purify,  238. 

4.  Plbadiho  AMD  Pboof  of  Owhership  of  PBomssoRT  Notes.  In  a  suit  by  the 
payee  on  a  promissory  note,  which  appears  to  have  been  indorsed  by  him  to  a 
third  person,  the  plaintiff^s  production  thereof  will  nuse  the  presumption  that 
he  is  the  owner  without  further  proof;  but  if  it  should  become  necessary  to 
prove  a  tranrfer  back  to  himself  he  can  do  so  without  specially  pleading  it, 
any  proof  tending  to  establish  his  ownership,  whether  shown  by  oral  evidence 
or  indorsement  on  the  instrument,  being  admissible  to  sustain  the  allegation  of 
his  being  the  owner  and  holder  thereof.     Todman  v.  Purdy,  238. 


PUBLICATION. 

L  Tims  of  Pvblicatios — '*Ohob  ▲  Week  for  Three  Wbexs."  Where  a  statute 
for  the  maintenance  of  public  schools  (Stats.  1864-6,  418,  Sec  35)  provided 
that  to  impose  an  additional  school  tax,  an  elecUon  should  be  called  by  posting 
notices  for  twenty  days,  and  "  if  there  is  a  newspaper  in  the  county,  by  adver- 
tisement therein  once  a  week  for  three  weeks  *' :  Hdd^  that  It  was  not  neces- 
sary for  the  call  to  be  published  twenty-one  days  before  the  day  of  election, 
but  that  three  insertions  upon  three  successive  weeks  and  at  any  time  in  any 
of  such  weeks  before  the  election,  were  suiBcient.  State  v.  Ydlow  Jachd 
Company,  416. 

Affidavit  for  Pubmoation  of  SiTMMONa — see  Affidavit,  1. 
Ordes  for  Publication  of  Sukicoks — see  Summoms,  1,  2. 


RAILROADS. 

1.  Railroads  Publio  Improvemeiits.  A  railroad  is  a  public  improvement  and  a 
proper  object  for  public  aid ;  and  the  mere  fact  that  private  individuals  are  to 
own  it  and  receive  the  tolls  in  no  wise  impairs  or  diminishes  the  advantages  to 
be  derived  from  it  to  the  public.     Oihwn  v.  Maton,  283. 

2.  Railroad  Usbs  Public  Uses.  It  is  only  on  the  ground  that  railroads  are  pub- 
lic improvements  that  private  property  can  be  condemned  for  their  uses ;  for 
in  no  case  can  private  property  be  taken,  even  where  just  compensation  is  paid, 
except  for  public  uses.     Qihton  v.  ifowm,  283. 
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8.  GouMTT  Bonds  vob  Railroad  Aid.  As  money  may  be  nised  by  taxation  for 
aiding  railroads,  bonds  may  be  issued  for  the  same  purpose  to  be  paid  by 
means  of  taxation.     Gibwn  ▼.  Jfoaon,  288. 

4.  Railroad  CoNDmifATiON  of  Laud — Quahtitt.  The  Railroad  Act  of  1866 
(Stats.  18d4-S,  427,  Sec  SO)  prescribes  that  State  land  along  the  line  of  a 
road  may  be  taken  for  the  building  of  depots  and  other  necessary  buildings 
on  payment  of  the  value  thereof,  provided  no  such  piece  of  land  taken  shall 
exceed  two  acres  in  extent:  Eeld^  that  this  limitation  of  two  acres  does  not 
apply  to  lands  of  individuals,  and  that  in  regard  to  such  lands  a  larger  quan- 
tity, if  necessary,  may  be  condemned.  Virgkua  ds  TVuekee  Railroad  Company 
V.  Miott,  868. 

6.  SiTTiNO  AsiDK  or  Report  of  Railroad  Commibsionkrs.  The  Railroad  Act  of 
1866  (SUts.  1864-6,  427,  Sec.  81)  provides  that,  when  land  is  Uken  and  the 
Commissioners  make  their  report,  if  any  party  be  dissatisfied  he  may  **  move 
to  set  aside  the  report,  and  to  have  a  new  trial  as  to  any  tract  of  land,  upon 
*good  cause  shown  therefor ;  and  the  said  Court  or  Judge  shall  set  aside  the 
report  as  to  such  tract  of  land " :  ffddy  that  the  meaning  was,  not  that  the 
report  should  be  set  aside  as  a  matter  of  course,  beeause  of  dissatisfaction,  but 
only  on  good  cause  shown.  Virffima  A  Trttckee  RaUroad  Company  v.  jBZKott, 
868. 

6.  Railroad  Dipots  amd  Buildiitos — How  much  Land  Nicessart.  The  ques- 
tion as  to  the  quantity  of  land  which,  under  the  Railroad  Act,  a  company  may 
take  on  the  ground  of  its  being  necessary  for  its  depots  and  other  buildings, 
must  be  determined  by  the  evidence  produced,  and  depends  upon  many  facts 
and  circumstances  for  which  there  is  no  exact  standard.  Virginia  A  Ttuckoa 
Railroad  Company  v.  EUioU,  868. 

7.  Valuation  bt  Comhissionkr  of  Land  taken  for  Railroads.  The  valuation 
of  lands  taken  for  railroad  purposes  by  commissioners  appointed  under  the 
Railroad  Act  will  not  be  disturbed,  if  there  be  any  substantial  testimony  to 
support  it     Virginia  it  Truckee  RaUroad  Company  v.  EHioU^  868. 

8.  Necessities  of  Railroads  not  to  be  considered  in  valuing  Land  taken.  In 
awarding  the  compensation  to  be  paid  for  land  taken  by  a  railroad  company, 
its  full  actual  value  should  be  given :  and  in  ascertaining  such  value  everything 
generally,  which  actually  enhances  its  present  worth,  should  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration, but  not  the  fact  that  it  is  necessary  or  indispensable  for  the  railroad 
to  have  it.     Virginia  A  Truekee  RaUroad  Company  v.  EtHotl,  868. 

r 

Objections  to  Proceedings  of  Railroad  Commissioners — see  Appeals,  20. 
Power  to  Appoint  Railroad  Commissioners — see  Constitution,  16. 
Legislative  Power  as  to  Aiding  Railroads — see  Legislature,  12. 
Ormsbt  County  Railroad  Bond  Act  Constitutional— see  Ormsby  County,  1. 
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DncAiro  roR  Sworh  BtAmavrB  of  Railroad  ConPAicns — see  Sworn  State- 

KKNTBf  1. 

Sworn  SrAmaim  or  Railroad  Ck>KPANiis — see  Taxis,  6,  7. 

RATIFICATION. 

Ratification  of  Aoint8\  Unauthorized  Acn — ^see  Aoenct,  I,  2,  8,  4. 

Ratification   of   Lease   bt  President  of  Minino  Gompant — see  Corpo- 
rations, S,  4. 

RECORD. 

1.  Loss  OF  Records — Neglect  of  Clerks  to  enter  Orders.  Wh^^  on  a  con- 
tested settlement  of  the  accounts  of  an  executor,  he  churned  that  he  had  paid 
certain  assessments  on  mining  stocks  under  an  order  of  the  Probate  Court 
directing  him  to  do  so,  and  the  order  did  not  appear  to  have  been  entered  on 
the  minute  book  of  the  Court,  and  could  not  be  found  among  the  papers  on 
file,  but  the  attorney  for  the  executor  testified  that  it  had  been  duly  made,  and 
that  he  had  seen  it  among  the  papers  of  the  Court  after  the  contest  had  arisen, 
and  that  no  assessments  were  paid  until  after  the  making  of  the  order :  ffddf 
that  the  neglect  of  the  clerk  to  enter  the  order,  or  its  loss,  could  in  no  way 
I  affect  the  rights  of  the  executor,  nor  render  the  order  less  effective  as  a 
protection  to  him.    &laie  of  MiUmoviek,  161. 

Record  on  Appeal  from  New  Trial  Order — see  Appeals,  11. 

Errors  of  Transcription  in  Record  on  Appeals — see  Appeals,  16. 

Record   of   Board,  of   Board    of   Equalization— see   Board  of  Equal- 
ization, 1. 

Secondary  Proof  of  Lost  Judicial  Records — see  Eyidence,  6. 

Transfer  of  Records  from  Lander  to  White  Pine  County — see  Man- 
damus, 1. 

RECORDER. 

1.  Filing  Papers  in  Recorder's  Office — ^Indorsrment  of  Filing.  Where  a  stat- 
ute (Utah  Stats.  1856, 1*76)  required  a  copy  of  a  survey  to  be  filed  in  the  County 
Recorder's  office,  and  a  copy  was  produced  therefrom  with  an  indorsement  by 
the  Recorder  that  it  was  filed  at  the  proper  time,  the  fact  that  there  was  a 
further  indorsement  by  him  that  it  was  recorded,  which  was  not  required : 
Held,  not  to  vitiate  the  filing  as  required  by  law  nor  admit  a  presu&ption  that 
it  was  merely  filed  for  record.  Robinaon  v.  Imperial  Silver  Mining  Company, 
44. 

%  Construction  of  Statutes—"  Recorders."  The  Act  of  1861,  (Stats.  1861, 422) 
authoridng  "Recorders"  withm  their  respective  counties  to  take  acknowledg- 
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ments,  referred  to  County  Recorders,  and  not  to  Judicial  Reoorders— ofBcem 
not  then  known  to  the  laws.    Ford  v.  Hower^  141. 

AOKNOWLXDOlfKMTS  BT  COUNTT  RkCORDXBS— «ee  ACKNOWLKDOKXMTS,  1,  2. 


RECORDER  OF  CITY. 

1.  PowiRS  OF  ConMiTTiNO  Maoibtratbs  JUDICIAL.  The  power  sought  to  be  con- 
ferred upon  City  and  Town  Recorders,  by  section  thirty-eight  of  the  Act  con- 
oeming  Courts  of  Justice,  (Stats.  1864-6, 116)  to  "  exercise  the  duties  of  Com- 
mitting Magistrates,*'  etc.,  is  completely  judicial  in  its  character.  Meagher  v. 
Cbufity  ofSUn-ey,  244. 

2.  CiTT  Rboordxrs  cannot  bk  madb  Covmittino  Maoistrates.  Section  thirty- 
eight  of  the  Act  concerning  Courts  of  Justice,  (Stats.  1864-6,  1 1 6)  in  so  far  as  it 
authorizes  City  and  Town  Recorders  '*  to  possess  the  powers  and  exercise  the 
duties  of  CommitUDg  Magistrates,"  etc.,  is  unconstitutional  and  roid.  Meaghtr 
T.  CcfU/nJty  of  Storey^  244. 

REGISTRY  LAW. 

1.  Mandavus — Retikw  of  Action  of  Rbgistrt  Aobnts.  Under  sections  six  and 
dght  of  the  Registry  Law,  (Stats.  1869,  140)  the  functions  of  the  writ  of  man- 
damus are  enlai^ed  so  as  to  allow  a  hearing  of  evidence,  and  an  enforcement 
by  such  writ  of  the  proper  registration  of  an  elector^  or  the  erasure  of  a  name 
improperly  registered :  behig  in  effect  a  review  of  judicial  or  discretionary 
action  of  the  Registiy  Agent.    McOuire  y.  Waterman,  828. 

2.  Right  to  Vote — Rsoistrt-Law  Oath  Unconstitutional.  The  registry  law 
(Stats.  1864-6,  882)  provided  that  no  person  should  be  entitled  to  have  his' 
name  registered — and  consequently  to  vote — until  he  had  taken  an  oath  that 
he  had  not,  after  arriving  at  eighteen  years  of  age,  been  voluntarily  engaged  in 
rebellion  against  the  government;  while  the  Constitution  (Art.  II,  Sec.  1)  pro- 
vides that  no  such  person  should  be  allowed  to  vote  unless  an  amnesty  be 
granted :  HMy  on  an  application  for  registry  by  one  who  could  not  take  the 
prescribed  oath,  but  was  entitled  under  the  Constitution  to  the  right  of  suf- 
frage, that  the  oath  required  by  the  registry  law  was  unconstitutional,  and  that 
as  the  registry  agents  could  not  alter  or  modify  it  so  as  to  leave  out  the  objec- 
tionable part,  the  entire  oath  must  fall.    Davies  v.  McKeeby,  869. 

8.  Rboistrt  of  Persons  Entitled  to  Vote — ^Mandamus.  The  Registry  Agent 
appointed  under  the  registry  law  (Stats.  1864-6,  882)  may  be  compelled  by 
mandamus  to  register  the  names  of  all  persons  applying  and  entitled  under  the 
Constitution  to  vote.     Daviee  v.  MeKeeby,  869. 

Elko  County  Registration — ^Whsn  RiommT  Agent  functus  OFncio-^see 
Mandamus,  V. 
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REPAIRS. 

Cbamjb  pob  Repaxm  mads  bt  Bzicutobs— see  Ezbcutobs,  &a,  S. 
RcPAiBS  or  Roads  and  BRiooBi — see  Roadb  amd  Budois,  1. 

REPEAL. 
RiRAL  or  Statutb  oirxHQ  Tbtbo  RioHTB— flee  CoMBTBVcnoir,  8. 

REPLEVIN. 

1.  Right  or  Prisint  Possession  to  Maintaiii  Rsputin.  In  an  action  for  the 
recoTerj  of  specific  personal  property,  it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  he  is  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession.    ERlger  ▼.  iSAooreb,  85. 

REPORTS. 
Skttino  Asidb  Rxpobts  or  Railroad  Gommissiohrbs — see  Railboadb,  S. 

RIGHT  OF  WAY. 

Appropriation  or  Right  or  Wat  not  an  Appropriation  or  Tract  or 
Land— see  Notice,  1. 

ROADS  AND  BRIDGES. 

1.  Construction  and  Repair  or  Roads  and  Bridges — ^Powers  or  Countt  Gov- 
MissiONSRS  and  AUDITOR.  Under  the  Act  of  1866,  relating  to  the  apportion- 
ment of  county  rerenues,  (Stats.  1864-6,  876)  it  is  within  the  power  of  County 
Conmiissioners  to  authorize  the  payment  of  indebtedness  incurred  in  the  con- 
struction or  repair  of  public  roads  and  bridges,  out  of  the  ^  General  Fund," 
and  that  of  the  County  Auditor  to  draw  warrants  thereon  for  such  indebtedness 
Webiter  v.  FUh,  190. 

ROBBERY. 

Indictment  roR  Robbery — Ownership  or  Propertt — see  Criminal  Law,  1. 
Declarations  or  Party  Robbed  as  part  or  Res  Gsctjc — see  Eyioenci,  1,  S. 

SALES. 

1.  RicnT  or  Property  on  Executory  Sale  or  Chattels.  Cardinal  agreed  to 
sell,  transfer,  and  conrey  to  Archambeauld  a  team  of  horses  as  soon  as  oer- 
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tain  apecified  infltallmentfl  of  price  should  be  paid,  and  in  the  meanwhile  to 
•  allow  Archambeauld  to  haye  posseflsion  of  and  worlc  the  team  until  default 
should  be  made  in  any  one  of  the  installmenta ;  said  possession,  however,  not 
to  lessen  or  impair  Cardinal's  title  to  the  property  so  long  as  any  installment 
should  remain  due :  Hdd^  that  until  the  installments  were  paid,  ther  contract 
was  executory,  and  the  right  of  property  remained  in  Cardinal,  and  could  not 
be  held  as  against  him  under  an  execution  against  Archambeauld.  Cardinal 
▼.  Edwards^  86. 

2.  RiOHT  or  Pbofertt  oh  Conditional  Salk.  A  conditional  sale  of  personal 
property  passes  no  title  to  the  vendee  which  can  be  taken  by  his  creditors 
until  the  performance  of  the  conditions,  unless  there  be  a  waiver  of  the  con- 
dition by  an  absolute  and  unconditional  delivery  of  the  property.  Cardinal  v. 
JBdwardSy  86. 

SERVICE. 

1  SrATUTOBT  Pbovtsions  fob  othkr  than  Personal. Servicb.  Statutory  pro- 
visions for  acquiring  jurisdiction  over  a  defendant  by  any  other  tlian  personal 
service  must  be  strictly  pursued.    LUtie  v.  Curriey  90. 

2  Sbbviox  of  Summons  in  County  whbbe  bbtorb  servxo  out  of  County.  Where 
there  were  two  defendants  in  an  action,  and  both  were  served  with  the  sum- 
mons in  a  district  different  from  the  one  in  which  the  suit  was  commenced, 
and  before  the  forty  days  allowed  to  answer  expired,  one  of  the  defendants 
entered  the  county  and  was  served  there ;  and  after  ten  days  from  such  service, 
but  before  the  expiration  of  the  forty  days,  default  was  entered  agunst  the 
person  so  served  in  the  county,  and  judgment  by  default  rendered  against 
defendants,  to  be  executed  against  their  joint  property  and  the  separate  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant  served  in  the  county:  ffeidy  that  the  second  service  was 
a  nullity,  the  default  irregular,  and  the  judgment  error.  Mayenbaum  y. 
Murphy,  888. 

8.  Second  Service  of  Sams  Summons.  Where  a  summons  has  been  served  upon  a 
defendant  out  of  the  district  and  afterwards  served  upon  him  in  the  district, 
with  the  intention  of  shortening  the  time  allowed  him  to  answer :  Hcidy  that 
the  second  service  was  an  absolute  nullity.    Mayenbaum  v.  Murphtf,  888. 


SETTLEBa 

1.  Pbbsumption  in  favor  of  Settler  Interrupted  in  his  Settlement.  In  a  suit 
for  the  possession  of  public  laud  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  under  the  Utah  laws, 
(Utah  Stats.  1862,  176,  and  1866,  271)  where  it  appeared  that  he  had  entered 
in  good  faith,  and  had  the  land  surveyed  and  was  proceeding  to  fence  it  when 
the  defendant  forcibly  drove  him  off :  HMy  that  it  would  be  presumed,  even 
although  the  fence  then  being  built  was  not  of  sufficient  character,  that  an 
inclosure  in  all  respects  sufficient  would  have  been  completed.  Hobmton  v. 
Imperial  Silver  Mmmg  Company^  44. 
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EiRor  OF  Bkpiai.  or  StATUTn  on  YvmsD  Riobib  or  Sbrub — sm  Goh- 
snncnoH,  8. 

PO88I8SIOM  OF  SrTLER  FOBCIBLT   DRITIN  FROM  PUBLXC  LaHD— «ee  IdLHDB,  4. 

Actual  Pobsbuion  of  Lahd,  What — see  Possnsiov,  1. 

STATE. 

1.  RniRTiD  SoYmiGN  Powms  of  thx  Statu.  The  powers  reaerred  by  the  peo- 
ple from  the  Federal  GoVernment  hare  never  been,  nor  are  they  in  any  instance 
exercised  by  the  people  at  large,  but  by  the  governments  of  the  States,  which 
are  clothed  with  all  the  soverdgn  authority  so  reserved.     Oibmm  v.  Hosoii,  288. 

%,  Go-oRDiN ATI  Branchis  OF  Statv  Govirmkbnt.  Esch  department  of  the  State 
government— legislative,  execuUve,  and  judicial — is  supreme  within  its  respect- 
ive sphere.     Oibmm  v.  JAison,  288. 

• 

Statb  Jitrisdiction  oh  Habeas  Oobpub  as  to  Unitbd  Statu  PRiBonnfl — 
see  Habeas  Corfus,  8. 

Lroislativb  Power  of  State  Leqiblaturs— see  Leoxblatcrb,  10. 

.  Amrnce  from  State — Statitte  of  Limitation — see  Limit atiohb,  10, 11. 

State  Teleoraph  Frakohise  ab  affected  bt  Gomobbss — see  TELEaRAFB,  2. 

Federal  and  State  Powers — see  United  States,  2. 

STATEMENTS. 

1.  Mere  Narrative  of  Trial  not  a  Statement.  A  paper  containing  a  mere  recital 
of  the  progress  of  a  trial  and  detail  of  matters  occurring  thereat,  with  excep- 
tions to  the  rulings  of  the  Court  taken  therein,  but  not  presenting  such  exc^ 
tions  in  the  form  of  a  biU,  nor  in  any  manner  except  as  simply  noted  in  the 
course  of  the  narrative,  is  in  no  sense  a  statement,  and  must  be  disregarded. 
Corbett  v.  Job,  201. 

2.  Certificate  of  Jitdob  to  Statement.  If  it  be  stated  In  a  statement  that  it 
contains  all  the  material  evidence,  the  certificate  of  the  Judge  to  the  oorrect- 
ness  of  the  statement  is  sufficient  to  establish  that  fiict;  but  a  certificate  that 
a  statement  is  correct  does  not  show  that  it  contains  all  the  evidence  when  that 
fact  is  not  sUted  in  it     JSherwod  v.  Bsm,  849. 

Amendments  to  Statements  on  New  Trial — see  Amendments,  1. 

Errobb  not  froperlt  presented  will  not  be  Regarded  on  Appeal— eee 
Appeals,  1. 

Abbionmint  of  Errobb  in  Statement  on  Appeal — see  Appeals,  6. 
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Mattis  Propkb  in  Statxmbnt  on  AppiAir— see  Appbals,  6. 

No  Appkal  on  Findings  xzcbpt  bt  Statemint — see  Appeals,  9. 

Statkunt  on  Appeal  prom  Proceedings  Sitbsequent  to  Argument  on  Mo- 
tion POR  New  Trial— see  Appeals,  12, 18. 

Objections  on  Appeal  to  Statement  on  New  Trlill — see  Appeals,  14. 

Statement  not  containing  all  the  Etidbnce — see  Appeals,  17. 

Statement  on  New  Trial — Specipication  op  Error  in  Charge — see  New 
Trial,  1. 

Statement  on  New  Trial — Specipication  op  Insuppicienct  op  Eyidence — 
see  New  Trial,  2,  4. 

Specipication  op  Erbobs  in  Law  in  Statement  por  New  Trial — see  New 
Trial,  8,  4,  6,  6. 

STATUTES. 

1.  "Local"  AND  "Special"  Statutes.  A  "local"  act  is  one  operating  orera 
particular  locality  instead  of  over  the  whole  territory  of  the  State ;  a  "  special" 
act  is  one  operating  upon  one  or  a  portion  of  a  class  instead  of  upon  all  of  a 
class.     Clarke  t.  Irtovn^  111. 

2.  Act  Organizing  New  County  Local  and  Special.  The  White  Pine  County 
Act  (Stats.  1869,  108)  as  it  refers  to  only  one  new  county  and  its  organization, 
instead  of  to  all  new  counties,  and  to  those  only  of  a  class  or  whole,  occupying 
or  proposing  to  occupy  such  county,  is  a  local  and  special  act.  Clarke  y. 
/rwm.  111. 

8.  Presumptions  in  Payor  op  Statutes.  Every  statute  is  to  be  upheld,  unless 
plainly  and  without  reasonable  doubt  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution.  Lewie 
Y.  Ihrout  899. 

4.  Constitution alitt  op  Act  relating  to  Controller.  The  Act  of  1869,  relating 
to  the  duties  of  the  Controller,  (Stats.  1869, 158)  which  proYides  for  the  audit- 
ing of  claims  by  him  after  tiiey  shall  have  been  passed  on  by  the  Board  of 
Examiners,  etc.,  neither  takes  anything  away  from  the  constitutional  powers  of 
the  Board  of  Examiners,  nor  adds  anything  to  those  of  the  Controller,  and  is 
not  unconstitutional.    Zetm  y.  Doron, -899. 

Statutes  relating  to  Acknowledgments  bt  County  Recorders  —  see  Ac- 
knowledgments, 1,  2. 

Statutes  relating  to  Equalization  op  Assessments  for  Taxation — see 
Board  of  Equalization,  2. 

Statutes  taking  away  Constitutional  Rights  in  Effect — see  Constitu- 
tion, 17. 

Presumption  op  Oonbtitutionalitt  of  Statutes — see  Conrbuction,  1. 
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Policy  and  EzFionMOT  of  SrATuna — see  GoMSTRUcriON,  S. 

Statutb  of  Utah  cohcerhiko  SETTLKmNTs  ok  Public  Land — see  Gonbtsuo- 
TiOM,  7,  8,  9,  10. 

RiPKAL  OF  Statute  Gitiho  Tested  Rights— see  GoNsrsucnoN,  8. 

Statutes  ik  Pabi  Materia  should  be  oonstbuso  together — see  Ck>N8rEUG- 

TION,  14. 

Statutes  in  Pari  Materia,  where  Conflicting — see  Construction,  19. 

Statutes   relating  to  Different  Ofhcers   hating  Similar  Duties — see 
Construction,  20. 

Statute  relating   to  Apportionment  of  Countt  Revenues— see  Countt 
Funds,  2. 

The  Letter  of  Criminal  Statutes  as  opposed  to  the  Reason — see  Crimi- 
nal Law,  7. 

Legislatite  Fund  Act  Constitutional— -see  Legislature,  1. 

Statute  against  Issuance  of  False  Licenses — see  Licenses,  1. 

Statute  as  to  Liens  for  keeping  or  boarding  Animals— see  Liens,  1,  2. 

Statute  of  Limitations — see  Limitations. 

Official  Services  under   Unconstitutional   Statutes — see  Offices  and 
Officers,  4. 

Ormsbt  County  Railroad  Bonds  Act — see  Ormsby  County,  1. 

Practice  Act — see  Practice  Act. 

Statute  as  to  Condemnation  of  Land  for  Ralroads — see  Railroads,  4, 
6,6. 

Registry  Law — see  Registry  Law. 

Local  or  Special  Law  for  Taxation — see  Taxes,  4. 

Supplemental  Revenue  Act  of  1867,  lll~-see  Taxes,  8,  9,  10. 

Virginia  City  Charter — see  Virginia  City,  1,  2. 

Constitution! LiTY  of  White  Pine  County  Act — see  White  Pine  County, 
1,2. 

SUMMONS. 

1.  Order  for  Publication  of  Summons.  Aa  order  for  publication  of  summons, 
which  fails  to  state  any  fact  upon  which  it  is  founded,  is  fatally  defective. 
IMOe  V.  Currie^  90. 

2.  Order  for  Publicition  before  Issuance  of  Summons  Prbmaturb.  Where  an 
order,  made  by  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  upon  the  filing  of  an  affidavit  for  pub- 
lication of  summons,  directed  that  **  summons  be  issued  in  this  case  as  above 
entitled  and  be  published,  etc*' :    Hdd^  that  the  direction  for  a  summons  to 
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issae  was  not  the  office  of  sach  an  order,  and  that  if  the  summons  did  not 
already  exist  the  order  was  premature.     LiUle  v.  Currie^  90. 

8.  SuvMONS  Onc?e  Fully  Served.  Where  service  of  a  summons  has  been  made, 
and  the  demands  of  the  writ  satisfied,  the  conclusive  presumption  of  the  law 
is,  under  sections  twenty-eight  and  thirty-three  of  the  Practice  Act,  that  its 
office,  having  been  accomplished,  no  person  can  effectively  thereafter  use  it  for 
its  original  purpose.    Mayenbaum  v.  Murphy ^  383. 

Affidavit  for  Publication  of  Summons — see  Affidavit,  1. 

Servicr  of  Summons  in  County,  where  before  served  out  of  County — 
see  Service,  2,  3. 

SURVEYS. 

1.  SoRVEY  FOR  Settlfjient  UNDER  Utah  Statcte.  Under  the  Act  of  1852,  (Utah 
Stats.  1852,  175)  requiring  surveys  for  the  purposes  of  settlement  to  be  made 
by  the  County  Surveyor,  or  survey  made  by  persons  employed  by  him  and 
acting  under  his  direction  and  certified  by  him,  is  sufficient.  Bobinaon  v.  Im- 
perial Silver  Mining  Company,  44. 

Filing  of  Certificate  of  Survey  under   Utah   Statute — sec   Construc- 
tion, 9, 

Sufficiency   of   Certificaie   of  Survey  under  Utah  Statute — see  Con- 
struction, 10. 

SWORN  STATEMENTS. 

1.  Demand  for  Sworn  Statement — Burden  op  Proof.  Where  a  revenue  Act  pro- 
vided that  a  sworn  statement  of  the  property  of  a  railroad  should  be  furnished 
on  demand  of  the  assessor,  otherwise  it  should  be  deprived  of  the  benef^s  of 
equalization ;  and,  no  proper  statement  being  made,  it  was  claimed  by  the 
railroad  company  that  it  did  not  appear  that  there  had  been  any  demand : 
Hdd,  that  the  burden  of  proof  was  upon  the  railroad  company  desiring  equal- 
i2ation  to  show  the  fact  of  neglect  to  make  the  demand.  Staie  v.  County 
Commissioners  of  Washoe  County,  317. 

Refusal  to  give  Sworn  Statement — see  Board  of  Equalization,  2. 
Sworn  Statements  of  Railroad  Companies — see  Taxes,  6. 
Failure  to  make  Sworn  Statement — see  Taxes,  7,  8. 

■ 

TAXEa 

1.  New  Counties — Taxes  on  Proceeds  of  Mines.  Under  the  Act  creating  White 
Pine  County,  (Suts.  1869,  187)  which  took  effect  on  April  1st,  1869,  the 
Assessor  and  ex  officio  Tax  Collector  proceeded  in  April  to  assess  the  proceeds 
of  mines  in  his  county,  and  collected  the  tax  levied  on  the  same  for  the  quarter 
ending  ICarcb  Slst,  1869,  and  preceding  the  organization  of  the  new  county : 

88 
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HeU  that  the  tax  for  that  quarter  was  properly  assessed,  leTied,  and  collected 
in  and  as  of  White  Pme  County.     County  of  White  Pine  r.  AbH,  279. 

2.  FiRST-QUABTKB  Tazis  ON  Procuds  OF  HiMES.  Tsxes  on  proceeds  of  mines  for 
the  first  quarter  of  the  year  cannot  be  assessed,  levied  or  collected,  before  the 
first  Monday  of  April  of  such  year ;  and  they  are  to  be  assessed,  levied,  and 
collected  by  the  ofilcers  of  the  county  in  which  the  mines  are  then  situated, 
though  they  may  have  been  during  such  quarter  in  another  county.  CowUy 
of  WhiU  Pine  v.  Ash,  279. 

8.  CoLLXCTiON  OF  Taxks  bt  Scmmart  Prockss.  The  power  of  taxation  carries  with 
it  the  right  and  power  of  collecting  taxes  by  summary  process.  Oibmm  t. 
Miuon^  288. 

4.  Local  or  Special  Law  of  Taxation.  Section  twenty  of  article  four  of  the 
Constitution,  so  far  as  it  forbids  local  or  special  laws  **  for  the  assessment  and 
collection  of  taxes,"  was  intended  simply  to  inhibit  local  or  special  laws  re- 
specting or  regulating  the  manner  or  mode  of  assessing  and  collecting  taxes, 
and  does  not  prevent  the  Legislature  from  authorizing  or  directing  County 
Commissioners  from  levying  a  special  tax  by  the  passage  of  a  local  law.  Cftlh 
ton  V.  Maeon^  288. 

5.  Taxation  for  Intxrrst  of  Unissued  County  Bonds.  Under  the  Act  author- 
izing the  issuance  of  the  bonds  of  Ormsby  County  in  aid  of  the  Yirginia  and 
Truck ee  Railroad  Company,  (Stats.  1869, 48)  the  County  Commissioners  of  that 
County,  before  the  issue  of  the  bonds,  levied  a  tax  for  the  purpose  of  meeting 
interest :  Held^  that  the  levy  was  not  premature,  any  more  than  a  levy  would 
be  for  any  other  anticipated  liability.     Oibwn  v.  Alaaon^  288. 

6.  Sworn  Statement  of  Railroad  Coicfanies.  Under  the  Revenue  Act  of  1869, 
(Stats.  1869,  184)  the  sworn  statement  as  to  the  property  of  railroads,  to  be 
given  to  assessor  for  assessment  purposes,  must  show  affirmatively  that  the 
person  making  it  is  one  of  the  persons  named  in  the  statute,  and  be  subscribed 
by  him.     State  v.  County  Commiseionen  of  Washoe  County,  817. 

7.  Failure  to  make  Sworn  Statement.  The  punishment  prescribed  for  failure  of 
a  railroad  company  to  make  a  sworn  statement,  as  required  by  the  Revenue 
Act  of  1869,  (Stats.  1869,  184,  Sec.  3)  is  in  addition  to  the  penalty  of  exclus- 
ion from  the  benefits   of   equalization.     State  v.   County  Oonunissionen  of 

Wa$hoe  County,  817. 

8.  Equalization  of  Taxes  dt  County  Commissioners.  Where  a  Supplementary 
Revenue  Act  (Stats.  1867,  111)  provided,  that  in  cases  where  the  County 
Assessor  neglected  to  make  on  assessment,  the  County  Treasurer,  as  ex  officio 
tax  receiver,  should  specially  assess  and  collect  the  taxes ;  and  that  if  any  per- 
son felt  aggrieved  by  such  subsequent  assessment  he  might  apply  to  have  it 
equalized  by  the  County  Commissioners,  and  that  they  should  determine  the 
matter :  Hdd,  that  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  while  sitting  to  equal- 
ize such  assessment,  was  not  controlled  by  the  restrictions  imposed  upon  the 
Board  of  Equalization  sitting  under  the  General  Revenue  Act ;  and  that  it  could 
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not,  like  the  Board  of  Equalization,  refuse  to  equalize  an  assessment  because 
a  sworn  statement  had  been'  refused  on  demand  of  the  Treasurer.  Virginia 
it  IVuekee  Railroad  Co.  t.  CommuaionerB  of  Ormaby  County,  341. 

9.  SuppLKMENTARY  RsTSKUE  AcT  Of  1867.  The  Supplementary  Revenue  Act  of 
1867,  (Stats.  1867,  111)  providing  for  assessments  by  the  tax  receiver,  where 
the  Assessor  had  made  omissions,  etc.,  was  intended  to  authorize  summary  pro- 
ceedings ;  but  it  gives  to  all  persons  so  assessed,  without  conditions,  a  right  to 

.  have  their  assessments  equalized  by  the  County  Commissioners.     Virginia  db 
IVuekee  Railroad  Co.  v.  Commimoners  of  Orm^  CouiUg,  841. 

10.  Duty  or  County  Couhissiomebs  to  Equalize  all  "  Subsequent  Assessments." 
Under  the  Supplementary  Revenue  Act  of  1867,  providing  for  subsequent  as- 
sessments in  cases  where  the  regular  assessments  by  the  Assessor  are  omitted, 
the  right  is  expressly  given  to  all  persons  without  exception  so  assessed,  to 
have  their  assessments  equalized  upon  making  application  within  the  proper 
time  to  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners ;  and  if  the  Board  refuse  to  act,  it 
may  be  compelled  to  do  so  by  mandamus.  Virginia  <&  Truekee  Raihoad  Co. 
T.  Commimonera  of  Orm^  County ,  841. 

Approprlations  in  Anticipation  of  Receipt  or  Public  Revenue — see  Ap- 
propriations, 1. 

Equalization — Reduction  or  Assessments — see  Board  or  Equalization,  2. 

LsoiBLATiyB  Power  or  Taxation  Unlimited — see  Leqislature,  18. 

Demand  for  Sworn  Statement — Burden   op  PROor  —  see   Sworn  State- 
ments, 1. 

TELEGRAPH. 

1.  Telegraphic  Communication — "  Commerce."  Telegraphic  communication  be- 
tween the  States  is  a  part  of  their  commercial  intercourse,  and  its  regulation 
as  commerce  is  within  the  constitutional  jurisdiction  of  Congress.  Western 
Union  Td,  Co.  v.  ^Oaniio  d:  F.  &  Tel.  Co.,  102. 

2.  State  Telegraph  Franchises.  The  congressional  grant  to  all  persons  under 
certain  conditions  of  the  privilege  of  constructirijg  telegraph  lines,  (14  U.  S. 
Stats,  at  Large,  221)  overrules  any  exclusive  privilege  given  by  any  State  or 
Territory  to  one.     Weetem  Union  Tel  Co.   v.  AOaniie  <fe  P.  8.  Tel.  Co.,  102. 

8.  Pnoor  or  Acceptance  under  Congressional  Telegraph  Act.  Where  a  tele- 
graph company  claims  privileges  under  the  Act  of  Congress  of  1866,(14  U.  S. ' 
Stats,  at  Large,  221)  it  is  incumbent  on  it  to  show  an  acceptance  by  it  of 
the  terms  prescribed  in  the  Act,  and  the  most  proper  mode  of  doing  so  is  by 
a  certified  copy  of  the  acceptance  filed  under  the  seal  of  the  department. 
Weaiem  Union  Tel.  Co.  y.  Atlaniie  A  P.  8.  Tel.  Co.,  102. 

♦  TENANT& 

Entry  under  Void  Lease — Tenancy  at  Will — Notice  to  Quit — see  Land- 
lord AND  Tenant,  1. 
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chase  of  land  in  the  name  of  another,  the  consideration  mast  be  shown  to  have 
been  advanced  at  the  time  the  title  was  acquired ;  as  the  trust  must  be  created 
at  the  very  time  the  title  passes,  and  no  subsequent  transaction  being  allowed 
to  impress  the  character  of  a  trust  estate  upon  that  which  was  absolute  in  the  • 
purchaser  at  the  time  it  was  acquired.     Frederick  y.  Haaty  889. 

8.  Resulting  Trust — Advance  of  Consideration  in  Chattels.  Where  Wolfe 
and  Frederick  agreed  with  Stowe  to  purchase  land  of  him  for  five  hundred  dol- 
lars, each  to  have  an  undivided  half,  and  Wolfe  accepted  from  the  agent  of 
Frederick  at  the  time  a  watch  in  lieu  of  one  hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars 
of  the  purchase  money,  and  other  chattels  for  the  purpose  of  selling  them  and 
makhig  up  the  balance  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and  took  the  deed  of 
the  land  in  his  own  name,  canceled  a  debt  due  him  by  Stowe  in  payment 
thereof,  and  sold  the  chattels  and  made  up  the  balance :  Held^  that  there  was 
a  resulting  trust  for  one-half  the  land  in  Wolfe  in  favor  of  Frederick.  Fred- 
erick V.  Haas,  389. 

4.  Etidence  to  SHOW  Resulting  Trust.  To  establish  a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of 
one  furnishing  the  consideration  for  land  purchased  in  the  name  of  another,  it 
is  enough  for  the  cestui  que  trust  to  show  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the 
trustee  to  purchase,  and  that  the  consideration  was  furnished  to  him  before  he 
acquired  the  title.     Frederick  v.  Haa$y  389. 


UNITED  STATES. 

1.  Power  of  Congress  as  to  Telegraph  Lines.  The  Act  of  Congress  of  1866,  in 
aid  of  telegraph  lines,  etc.,  (14  TJ.  S.  Stats,  at  Large,  221)  in  so  far  as  it 
prescribes  privileges,  conditions,  etc.,  is  an  Act  regulating  commerce  and  super- 
sedes State  legislation.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co,  v.  Atlantic  ff  P.  8.  Tel.  Co.j 
102. 

2.  Federal  and  State  Powers.  The  Federal  Government  was  organized  by  the 
concession  to  it  of  such  certain  specified  powers  as  were  deemed  necessary  to 
secure  and  promote  the  general  welfare  of  all  the  States,  the  residuum  being 
retained  by  the  people ;  and  these  reserved  powers  are  supreme  and  absolute 
over  life,  liberty,  and  pro^krty,  except  as  restrained  or  lunited  by  their  own 
concessions  through  the  Federal  Constitution.     Oibson  v.  Mas&n^  283. 

3.  Power  of  President  of  United  States  to  proclaim  Amnesty.  *  The  Consti- 
tutional power  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  to  pardon  includes  the 
right  to  proclaim  an  amnesty.    Davies  v.  McKeAy^  369. 

Stats  Courts  take  Judicial  Notice  of  Laws  of  United  States — see  Eri- 
dence,  6. 

State  Jurisdiction  on  Habeas  Corpus  as  to  United  States  Prisoners — 
see  Habeas  Corpus,  8. 

State    Courts    not  to   interfere   with  Jurisdiction   of   United   Statu 
Courts — ^see  Jurisdiction,  1.  • 
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Fresukptions  in  fayor  of  Pbocbdihos  of  Unxtkd  Statss  District  Goubts 
jueibdiction,  2. 


VACANCY. 

1.  PowKR  OF  GovRRNOR  TO  Appoimt  TO  Vacanct.  Before  the  Governor  can  exer- 
cise the  appointing  power  of  filling  a  vacancy  (Const.,  Art  Y,  Sec  8)  two 
things  must  concur ;  there  must  be  a  vacancy,  and  no  provision  mmde  by  the 
Constitution  or  any  existent  law  for  filling  the  same.     Clarke  v.  /notn,  111. 

2.  **  Vacamct  "  IN  Nkw  Offiqb.  Where  a  new  office  is  created  and  no  person 
appointed  to  fill  it,  there  is  a  vacancy.     Clarke  v.  Irmny  111. 

8.  Insanity  of  District  Judgk.  Where  a  District  Judge  was  pronounced  insane 
and  sent  to  an  insane  asylum  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  for  the  care 
of  insane  persons,  (Stats.  1 869,  104)  and  upon  a  certificate  thereof,  the  Gover- 
nor appointed  another  person  to  fill  his  office  as  in  case  of  a  vacancy :  ffdd, 
that  the  office  was  not  vacant,  and  that  the  appointment  of  another  Judge  was 
void.     CNeaU  v.  MeCUnion,  829. 

LkGISLATIVC     POWIR    TO    DECLARE     WHAT    SHALL    OPERATE     *' VACANCY '^ — SCC 

Legislature,  7. 
Appointments  to  Vacancies — see  Offices  and  Officers,  1. 
Office,  How  Vacated — see  Offices  and  Officers,  8. 

VENDOR'S  LIEN. 

m 

No  Homestead  ab  against  Vendor's  Lien   for   Purchase  Money  «-i^e 
Homestead,  1. 

Mortgage  to  Secure  Purchase  Money  not  a  Vendor's  Lien — see  Mort- 
gage, 1. 

VENUE. 

1.  Change  of  Venue,  what.  To  change  the  venue  in  a  case  is  to  direct  the  trial 
to  be  had  in  a  different  county  from  that  where  the  venue  is  laid ;  but  if  a  new 
county  be  created  out  of  a  portion  of  an  old  one,  an  Act  directing  suits  relating 
to  property  in  the  new  one  to  be  tried  in  the  new  county  is  not  an  Act  chang- 
ing the  venue  of  such  suits.    Hooten  v.  McKumeyy  194. 

Transfer  of  Records  from  Lander  to  White  Pine  County — see  White 
Pine  County,  2. 

VERDICT, 

1.  Province  of  Judge  and  Jury — ^Reduction  of  Verdict  by  Judge.  In  an 
action  on  an  injunction  bond  the  Judge  instructed  the  jury  to  consider 
certain  items  of  alleged  damage,  which  should  not  have  been  considered ;  and 
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in  deciding  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  endeavored  to  correct  the  error  bj  re- 
ducing the  verdict  and  confining  it  to  the  amounts  ckimed  upon  the  counts  bj 
him  considered  good :  Htld,  that  this  was  assuming  the  province  of  the  jury, 
and  could  not  be  done.    Brown  v.  JonUj  3V4. 

2.  WitKN  A  YsBDicr  WILL  Bi  RxvBRSED  A8  AGAINST  EviDxivcB.  To  justifj  an  Ap- 
pellate Court  in  .reversing  the  verdict  of  a  jury  on  the  ground  that  it  is  against 
evidence,  there  must  be  a  preponderance  of  evidence  against  it  so  great  as  to 
satisfy  the  Court  that  there  was  either  an  absolute  mistake  on  the  part  of  the 
jury,  or  that  they  acted  under  the  influence  of  prejudice,  passion,  or  corruption. 
SUUt  V.  Yellow  Jacket  Company^  416. 

YiBDicr  Cleablt  Right  should  hot  bb  an  asidi  fob  Erbob — see  Affbals,  8. 
Whin  a  Yerdict  wiu.  be  Revbbskd  as  aoaimst  Evidxncb — see  Appbals,  21. 
FucDiNOS  Equivalent  to  Yebdict — see  Findings,  2. 

YIRGINIA  CITY. 

1.  Construction  of  Chabtbb  of  Yiboinia  Ctit — Continobnt  Fund.  The  Charter 
of  Yirginia  City  (Stats.  1864, 06 ;  Sec.  23,  Sub.  18)  provides,  that  **  the  Common 
Council  shall  not  authorize  the  issuance  of,  nor  shall  any  ^ity  officer  issue,  any 
scrip  or  other  evidence  of  debt  or  order  on  the  Contingent  Fund,  unless  there 
be  actually  cash  in  the  treasury  to  meet  the  order  or  warrant  so  drawn  ^ :  Hdd,, 

« 

that  the  restriction  here  imposed  applied  solely  to  the  Contingent  Fund,  and  did 
not  prevent  the  city  from  issuing,  in  proper  cases,  its  promissory  notes  or  other 
evidences  of  indebtedness  drawn  on  the  General  Fund,  without  regard  to  cash 
in  the  treasury.    DoiugUm  v.  Mayw^  dte.y  of  Virffinia  Cifyj  147. 

t 

2.  Interest  on  iNDEBTiDNns  of  Yirginia  Citt.  The  fact  that  a  provision  of  the 
charter  of  Yirginia  C^ty  (Stats.  1864,  66,  Sec.  28,  Sub.  21)  Jimits  the  mtereet 
to  l>e  paid  on  certain  bonds  therein  authorized  to  be  issued  to  twelve  per  cent, 
does  not  by  implication  deny  the  right  to  pay  a  higher  rate  of  interest  upon 
any  other  character  of  indebtedness,  but,  on  the  contrary,  by  limiting  the  rate 
to  be  pud  on  one  peculiar  kind  of  paper  admits  the  presumption  that  upon  all 
other  kinds  no  limitation  was  intended.  Ihuglau  v.  Mayor,  d:c,,  of  VurffmiQ 
City,  147. 

WAIYER. 

1.  Waiver  of  Errobs  to  bb  Shown  by  Party  Claiming  Waives.  It  is  ineuBo- 
bent  upon  a  party  who  wishes  to  avoid  the  consequence  of  error  m  legal  pro- 
ceedings upon  the  ground  of  waiver  by  the  opposite  party,  to  show  such  waiver 
— not  upon  the  party  insisting  on  the  error  to  estab&b  that  he  did  not  waive  it. 
McWUlkam  v.  Henchman^  268. 

Admission  of  Counsel  in  Argument — see  Attornbts,  1. 

WaiYbr  of  Right  of  Lien — see  Liens,  1,  2. 

Waiveb  of  Condition  on  Conditional  SALS-Hiee  Salb,  2> 
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WABRANTa 

Ck>UNTT  Warrants   Issued  not  AjrccrsD  bt  Sitbsiquint  Injunction — see 
Auditor,  1. 

Issuance  or   County   Warrants  drawn   on  Distinct  Funds — see  County 
Funds,  1. 

Interest  on  Controller's  Warrants  under  Leoislatite  Fund  Act — see 
Interest,  1. 

WATER  RIGHTS. 

A  Deed  of  a  Water  Right  does  not  convey  a  Mill  Site — ^see  Deeds,  1. 

DirrERENCE  BETWEEN   APPROPRIATIONS   OF  LaND  AND  WaTER — Bee  LaNDS,  2. 

Water   Rights — No    Riparian    Proprietorship   on    Public    Land  —  see 
Lands,  6. 

Appropriation  of  Right  for  Water  Ditch  not  an  Appropriation  of  Tract 
of  Land — see  Notice,  1. 

WHITE  PINE  COUNTY. 

1.  Constitutionality  of  White  Pine  County  Act.  The  Act  creating  the  County 
of  White  Pine  and  providing  for  its  organization  (Stats.  1869,  103)  is  not  in 
conflict  with  sections  twenty,  twenty-one,  or  thirty-two,  of  article  four  of  the 
Constitution.     Clarke  y.  Irmit,  111. 

2.  Transfer  of  Records  from  Lander  to  White  Pine  County.  Where  the 
County  of  White  Pine  was  created  out  of  a  portion  of  the  County  of  Lander,  and 
certain  records  and  suits  relating  to  property  in  the  new  county  were  directed 
by  legislative  act  to  be  transferred  from  the  county  seat  of  Lander  County  to  the 
county  seat  of  White  Pine  County,  and  to  be  tried  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
Eighth  instead  of  the  Sixth  Judicial  District :  Held^  that  such  Act  was  not  an 
Act  changing  venue  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  prohibition  of  n 
legislative  change  of  venue.    Booten  v.  MeKmney^  194. 

Taxes  on  Proceeds  of  Mines  in  White  Pine  County — see  Taxes,  1. 

WITNESS. 

1.  Executors  Competent  Witnesses  on  their  own  Behalf.  An  executor  is  not 
within  the  exception  of  the  Act  excluding  persons  as  witnesses  on  their  own 
behalf,  where  the  opposite  party  is  the  representative  of  a  deceased  person, 
etc.    (Stats.  1864-6,  77.)    EsUUe  of  Milknovich,  161. 
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